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I 

Clause 9 of the Russian Marxists Programme, which 
deals with the right of nations to self-determination, has 
(as we have already pointed out in Prosveshcheniye 1) * 
given rise lately to a crusade on the part of the opportun­
ists. The Russian liquidator 2 Semkovsky, in the St. Pe­
tersburg liquidationist newspaper, and the Bundist 3 Lieb­
man and the Ukrainian nationalist-socialist Yurkevich in 
their respective periodicals have violently attacked this 
clause and treated it with supreme contempt. There is no 
doubt that this campaign of a motley array of opportun­
ists against our Marxist Programme is closely connected 
with present-day nationalist vacillations in general. Hence 
we consider a detailed examination of this question time­
ly. We would mention, in passing, that none of the op­
portunists named above has offered a single argument of 
his own; they all merely repeat what Rosa Luxemburg said 
in her lengthy Polish article of 1908-09, "The National 
Question and Autonomy". In our exposition we shall deal 
mainly with the "original" arguments of this last-named 
author. 

t. What Is Meant by the Self-Determination of Hationsl 

Naturally, this is the first question that arises when any 
attempt is made at a Marxist examination of what is 
known as self-determination. What should be understood 
by that term? Should the answer be sought in legal defi-

* See V. I. Lenin, "Critical Remarks on the National Question" 
(Collected Works, Vol. 20, pp. 17-51).-Ed. 
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nitions deduced from all sorts of "general concepts" of 
law? Or is it rather to be sought in a historico-economic 
study of the national movements? 

It is not surprising that the Semkovskys, Liebmans and 
Yurkeviches did not even think of raising this question, 
and shrugged it off by scoffing at the "obscurity" of the 
Marxist Programme, apparently unaware, in their sim­
plicity, that the self-determination of nations is dealt 
with, not only in the Russian Programme of 1903, but in 
the resolution of the London International Congress of 
1896 4 (with which I shall deal in detail in the proper 
place). Far more surprising is the fact that Rosa Luxem­
burg, who declaims a great deal about the supposedly ab­
stract and metaphysical nature of the clause in question, 
should herself succumb to the sin of abstraction and meta­
physics. It is Rosa Luxemburg herself who is continu­
ally lapsing into generalities about self-determination (to 
the extent even of philosophising amusingly on the ques­
tion of how the will of the nation is to be ascertained), 
without anywhere clearly and precisely asking herself 
whether the gist of the matter lies in legal definitions or 
in the experience of the national movements throughout 
the world. 

A precise formulation of this question, which no Marxist 
can avoid, would at once destroy nine-tenths of Rosa Lux­
emburg's arguments. This is not the first time that na­
tional movements have arisen in Russia, nor are they 
peculiar to that country alone. Throughout the world, the 
period of the final victory of capitalism over feudalism has 
been linked up with national movements. For the complete 
victory of commodity production, the bourgeoisie must 
capture the home market, and there must be politically 
united territories whose population speak a single lan­
guage, with all obstacles to the development of that lan­
guage and to its consolidation in literature eliminated. 
Therein is the economic foundation of national movements. 
Language is the most important means of human inter­
course. Unity and unimpeded development of language 
are the most important conditions for genuinely free and 
extensive commerce on a scale commensurate with mod­
ern capitalism, for a free and broad grouping of the popu­
lation in all its various classes and, lastly, for the estab-
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lishment of a close connection between the market and 
each and every proprietor, big or little, and between sel­
ler and buyer. 

Therefore, the tendency of every national movement is 
towards the formation of national states, under which 
these requirements of modern capitalism are best satisfied. 
The most profound economic factors drive towards this 
goal, and, therefore, for the whole of Western Europe, nay, 
for the entire civilised world, the national state is typical 
and normal for the capitalist period. 

Consequently, if we want to grasp the meaning of self­
determination of nations, not by juggling with legal defi­
nitions, or "inventing" abstract definitions, but by exam­
ining the historico-economic conditions of the national 
movements, we must inevitably reach the conclusion that 
the self-determination of nations means the political sepa­
ration of these nations from alien national bodies, and the 
formation of an independent national state. 

Later on we shall see still other reasons why it would 
be wrong to interpret the right to self-determination as 
meaning anything but the right to existence as a separate 
state. At present, we must deal with Rosa Luxemburg's 
efforts to "dismiss" the inescapable conclusion that pro­
found economic factors underlie the urge towards a na­
tional state. 

Rosa Luxemburg is quite familiar with Kautsky's pam­
phlet Nationality and Internationality. (Supplement to 
Die Neue Zeit 5 No. 1, 1907-08; Russian translation in 
the journal Nauchnaya Mysl, 6 Rig:i, 1908.) She is aware 
that, after carefully analysing the question of the national 
state in § 4 of that pamphlet, Kautsky arrived at the con­
clusion that Otto Bauer "underestimates the strength of 
the urge towards a national state" (p. 23 of the pamphlet). 
Rosa Luxemburg herself quotes the following words of 
Kautsky's: "The national state is the form most suited to 
present-day conditions [i.e., capitalist, civilised, economi­
cally progressive conditions, as distinguished from medie­
val, pre-capitalist, etc.]*; it is the form in which the state 
can best fulfil its tasks" (i.e., the tasks of securing the 

* Interpolations in square brackets (within passages quoted by 
Lenin) have been introduced by Lenin.-Ed. 
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freest: widest and speediest development of capitalism). 
To this we must add Kautsky's still more precise conclud­
ing remark that states of mixed national composition 
(known as multi-national states, as distinct from nation­
al states) are "always those whose internal constitution 
has for some reason or other remained abnormal or under­
developed" (backward). Needless to say, Kautsky speaks 
of abnormality exclusively in the sense of lack of conform­
ity with what is best adapted to the requirements of a 
developing capitalism. 

The question now is: How did Rosa Luxemburg treat 
these ~istorico-economic conclusions of Kautsky's? Are 
they nght or wrong? Is Kautsky right in his historico­
economic theory, or is Bauer, whose theory is basically 
psychological? What is the connection between Bauer's 
undoubted "national opportunism", his defence of cultural­
nat~onal autono".1y, 7 his nationalistic infatuation ("an oc­
.cas10i:al .~mphas1s on the national aspect", as Kautsky put 
1t), his enormous exaggeration of the national aspect 
and complete neglect of the international aspect" (Kaut­
sky)-and his underestimation of the strength of the urge 
to create a national state? 

Rosa Luxemburg has not even raised this question. She 
has not noticed the connection. She has not considered the 
sum total of Bauer's theoretical views. She has not even 
drawn. a line be~ween the historico-economic and the psy­
chological theones of the national question. She confines 
herself to the following remarks in criticism of Kautsky: 

"This 'best' national state is only an abstraction, which can easily 
be developed and defended theoretically, but which does not corre­
spond to reality." (Przeglad Soc1'aldemokratyczny s 1908 No 6 
p. 499.) ' ' . ' 

And in corroboration of this emphatic statement there 
follow arguments to the effect that the "right to self-deter­
mination" of small nations is made illusory by the devel­
opment of the great capita list powers and by imperial­
ism. "Can one seriously speak," Rosa Luxemburg exclaims, 
"about the 'self-determination' of the formally independent 
Montenegrins, Bulgarians, Rumanians, Serbs, Greeks, 
partly even the Swiss, whose independence is itself a re­
sult of the political struggle and the diplomatic game of 
the 'concert of Europe'?!" (P. 500.) The state that best 
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suits these conditions is "not a national state, as Kautsky 
believes, but a predatory one". Some dozens of figures 
are quoted relating to the size of British, French and other 
colonial possessions. 

After reading such arguments, one cannot help marvel­
ling at the author's ability to misunder~tand th~ how ~nd 
the why of things. To teach Kautsky, with a senous mien, 
that small states are economically dependent on big ones, 
that a struggle is raging among the bourgeois states .for 
the predatory suppression of other nations, and that im­
perialism and colonies exist-all this is ~ ridiculous. and 
puerile attempt to be clever, for none of this has the shght­
est bearing on the subject. Not only small states, bu! even 
Russia, for example, is entirely dependent, econom1cally, 
on the power of the imperialist finance capital of the "rich" 
bourgeois countries. Not only the r:iiniature Balka;i 
states, but even nineteenth-century Amenca was, economi­
cally, a colony of Europe, as Marx pointed out in Capi­
taf.9 Kautsky, like any Marxist, is, of course, well aware 
of this, but that has nothing whatever to do with the 
question o'f national movements and the national state. 

For the question of the political self-determination of 
nations and their independence as states in bourgeois 
society, Rosa Luxemburg has substituted the questi<?n of 
their economic independence. This is just as intelhgent 
as if someone, in discussing the programmatic demand 
for the supremacy of parliament, i.e., the assembly of peo­
ple's representatives, in a bourgeois state, were lo expound 
the perfectly correct conviction that big c.apit~l ~ommates 
in a bourgeois country, whatever the regime m it .. 

There is no doubt that thP greater part of Asia, the 
most densely populated continent, consists either of colo­
nies of the "Gr,eat Powers" or of states that are extreme­
ly dependent and oppress'ed as nations. But does this 
commonly-known circumstance in any way shake the Uf1-

doubted fact that in Asia itself the conditions for the most 
complete development of commodity production and the 
freest widest and speedie"t growth of capitalism have 
been ~reated only in Japan, i.e., only in an independent 
national state? The latter b a bourgeois state, and for 
that reason has itself begun to oppress other nations and 
to enslave colonies. We cannot say whether Asia will have 
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had time to develop into a system of independent national 
states, like Europe, before the collapse of capitalism, but 
it remains an undisputed fact that capitalism, having 
awakened Asia, has called forth national movements every­
where in that continent, too; that the tendency of these 
movements is towards the creation of national states in 
Asia; that it is such states that ensure the best conditions 
for the development of capitalism. The example of Asia 
speaks in favour of I(autsky and against Rosa Luxem­
burg. 

The example of the Balkan states likewise contradicts 
her, for anyone can now see that the best conditions for 
the development of capitalism in the Balkans are created 
precisely in proportion to the creation of independent na­
tional states in that peninsula. 

Therefore, Rosa Luxemburg notwithstanding, the exam­
ple of the whole of progressive and civilised mankind, the 
example of the Balkans and that of Asia prove that I(aut­
sky's proposition is absolutely correct: the national state 
is the rule and the "norm" of capitalism; the multi-nation­
al state represents backwardness, or is an exception. From 
the standpoint of national relations, the best conditions 
for the development of capitalism are undoubtedly provid­
ed by the national state. This does not mean, of course, 
that such a state, which is based on bourgeois relations, 
can eliminate the exploitation and oppression of nations. 
It only means that Marxists cannot lose sight of the 
powerful economic factors that give rise to the urge to 
create national states. It means that "self-determination 
of nations" in the Marxists' Programme cannot, from a 
historico-economic point of view, have any other meaning 
than political self-determination, state independenoe, and 
the formation of a national state. 

The conditions under which the bourgeois-democratic 
demand for a "national state" should be supported from a 
Marxist, i.e., class-proletarian, point of view will be 
dealt with in detail below. For the present, we shall con­
fine ourselves to the definition of the concept of "self­
determination", and only note that Rosa Luxemburg 
knows what this concept means ("national state"), 
whereas her opportunist partisans, the Liebmans, the 
Semkovskys, the Yurkeviches, do not even know that! 

fO 

l. The Hlsforlcally Concrete Presentation of the Question 

The categorical requiremer:t of. Marxis~ theory in. in­
vestigating any social question is _th.at it be examm~d 
within definite historical limits, and, if it refers to a pa:tic­
ular country (e.g., the national program~e for a giv~n 
country), that account be taken of the ~pec1fic feature~ dis­
tinguishing that country from others m the same histor-
ical epoch. . . . 

What does this categoncal requ_irement of . Mar~1s~ 
imply in its application to the question _ur:der. d1scuss10n. 

First of all, it implies that a clear d_ish!1chon ~ust ?e 
drawn between the two periods of cap1taltsm •. which dif­
fer radically from each other as far as the n~t10nal moye­
ment is concerned. On the one hand, there 1s the penod 
of the collapse of feudalism and absolutisD?, the period of 
the formation of the bourgeois-democratic socie~y and 
state when the national movements for the first time be­
come' mass movements and in one way or another draw 
all classes of the population int? P?liti_cs . through the 
press, participation i~ represer:tahve mstttuhons, etc .. On 
the other hand, there 1s the penod of full)'. fo~med cap1!al­
ist states with a long-established constitutional regime 
and a highly developed antagonism between the proletar­
iat and the bourgeoisie-a period that may be called the 
eve of capitalism's downfall. . 

The typical features of .the first penod ~re: the awaken­
ing of national movements and the drawmg of. the pe~s­
ants, the most numerous and the most slt.~ggish sect~on 
of the population, into these movements, m connection 
with the struggle for political liberty in g~neral, and for 
the rights of the nation in p.,rticular. Typical feat?res of 
the second period are: the absence of mass bourgeo1s-~em­
ocratic movements and the fact that developed capital­
ism in bringing closer together nations that have already 
bee~ fully drawn into commerci_al inte~course, and c~us­
ing them to intermingle. to an ~ncreasmg_ degree,_ bnngs 
the antagonism betweei; mternabonally umt~d capital and 
the international working-class movement mto the fore­
front. 

Of course the two periods are not walled off from each 
other; they 'are connected by numerous transitional links, 

ff 



the various countries differing from each other in the 
rapidity of their national development, in the national 
make-up and distribution of their population, and so on. 
There can be no question of the Marxists of any country 
drawing up their national programme without taking into 
account all these general historical and concrete state 
conditions. 

It is here that we come up against the weakest point 
in Rosa Luxemburg's arguments. With extraordinary zeal, 
she embellishes her article with a collection of hard words 
directed against §9 of our Programme, which she declares 
to be "sweeping", "a platitude", "a metaphysical phrase", 
and so on without end. It would be natural to expect an 
author who so admirably condemns metaphysics (in the 
Marxist sense, i.e., anti-dialectics) and empty abstractions 
to set us an example of how to make a concrete historical 
analysis of the question. The question at issue is the na­
tional programme of the Marxists of a definite country­
Russia, in a definite period-the beginning of the twentieth 
century. But does Rosa Luxemburg raise the question as 
to what historical period Russia is passing through, or 
what are the concrete features of the national question 
and the national movements of that particular country in 
that particular period? 

No, she does not!, She says absolutely nothing about it! 
In her work you will not find even ,the shadow of an anal­
ysis of how the national question stands in Russia in the 
present historical period, or of the specific features of 
Russia in this particular respect! 

We are told that the national question in the Balkans 
is presented differently from that in Ireland; that Marx 
appraised the Polish and C.zech national movements in 
the concrete conditions of 1848 in such and such a way 
(a page of excerpts from Marx); that Engels appraised 
the struggle of the forest cantons of Switzerland against 
Austria and the Battle of Morgarten which took place in 
1315 in such and such a way (a page of quotations from 
Engels with the appropriate comments from Kautsky); 
that Lassalle regarded the peasant war in Germany of 
the sixteenth century as reactionary, etc. 

It cannot be said that these remarks and quotations 
have any novelty about them,_ but at all events it is in-
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teresting for the reader to be occasionally reminded ju~t 
how Marx, Engels and Lassalle. ap~ro~c~ed the anal)'.s1s 
of concrete historical problems m md1v1dual countnes. 
And a perusal of these instructive quotations from Marx 
and Engels reveals most strikingly t~e ridiculous position 
Rosa Luxemburg has placed herself m. She preac?es ~lo­
quently and angri.ly the ne~d f?r a. concrete h1st?ncal 
analysis of the national quest10n m different countnes at 
different times, but she does not make the least attempt to 
determine what historical stage in the develop~e1:1t of 
capitalism Russia is passing through a~ the begmmng of 
the twentieth century, or what the specific features of the 
national question in this country are. Rosa Lux~mb.urg 
gives examples of how others have treated t~e question m a 
Marxist fashion, as if deliberately stressmg how often 
the road to hell is paved with good intentions a~d ~?w 
often good counsel covers up unwillingness or mab1hty 
to follow such advice in practice. ·. . 

Here is one of her edifying comparisons. In protestmg 
against the demand for the independence of. Poland, Rosa 
Luxemburg refers to a pamphlet she wrote m 1,~98,. prov­
ing the rapid "industrial development of Polan~ , with t?e 
latter's manufactured goods being marketed m Russia. 
Needless to say, no conclusion whatever can be. dr~wn 
from this on the question of the right to self-<letermmabon; 
it only proves the disappearance of the old Poland of the 
landed gentry, etc. But Rosa L~xemburg always passes 
on imperceptibly to the conclus10n that among the fa~­
tors that unite Russia and Poland, the purely e~onom1c 
factors of modern capitalist relations now predominate. 

Then our Rosa proceeds to the question. of autonor:iy, 
and though her article is entitled "The National Quest10n 
and Autonomy" in general, she begins to argue that the 
Kingdom of Poland has an exclusive right to autonomy 
(see Prosveshcheniye, 1913, No. 12 *).To support Poland's 
right to autonomy, Rosa Luxemburg evidently judges the 
state system of Russia by her economic, political and so­
ciological characteristics and everyday life-a totality of 
features which, taken together, produce the concept of 

"' See V. I. Lenin, "Critical Remarks on the National Question" 
(Collected Works, Vol. 20, pp. 45-51).-Ed. 



iiAsiaHc despotism;;. (Przeglad No. 12, p. 137.) 
It is generally known that this kind of state system pos­

sesses great stability whenever completely patriarchal and 
pre-capitalist features predominate in the economic sys­
tem and where commodity production and class differen­
tiation are scarcely developed. However, if in a country 
whose state system is distinctly pre-capitalist in charac­
ter there exists a nationally demarcated region where cap­
ital!sm. is rapidly developing, then the more rapidly that 
capitalism develops, the greater will be the antagonism 
between it and the pre-capitalist state system, and the 
~ore likely will be the separation of the progressive re­
g10n from the whole-with which it is connected, not by 
"modern capitalistic", but by "Asiatically despotic", ties. 

Thus, Rosa Luxemburg does not get her arguments to 
hang together even on the question of the social structure 
of the government in Russia with regard to bourgeois Po­
land; as for the concrete, historical, specific features of the 
national movements in Russia-she does not even raise 
that question. 

That is a point we must now deal with. 

3. The Concrete Features of the National Question in Russia, 
and Russia's Bourgeois-Democratic Reformation 

"Despit~ th~ e,lastic.ity ?f the principle of 'the right of nations to 
self-?etermmat10n, which 1s a mere platitude, and, obviously, equally 
app.Iicabl.e, no~. only to the nations inhabiting Russia, but also to the 
nations mhab1tmg Germany and Austria, Switzerland and Sweden 
America and Australia, we do not find it in the programmes of any 
of the present-day socialist parties .... " (Przeglad No. 6, p. 483.) 

This is ho':" Rosa Luxemburg opens her attack upon §9 
of the Marxist programme. In trying to foist on us the 
conception that this clause in the programme is a "mere 
platitude", .Rosa Luxemburg herself falls victim to thb 
error, alleging with amusing boldness that this point is 
"obvio!-1sJy, equally applicable" to Russia, Germany, etc. ' 

Obv10usly, we .shall reply, Rosa Luxemburg has decided 
to make her article a collection of errors in logic that 
could be JJSed. for schoolboy exercises. For Rosa Luxem­
burg's tirade ts sheer nons.cnse and a mockery of the his­
torically concrete presentation of the question. 
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H one interprets the Marxist prog.ram~e in ~arxist 
fashion not in a childish way, one will without difficulty 
grasp the fact that it refers to bourgeoi.s-~em.?cra!ic n,~tion­
al movements. That being the case, 1t is obv10us. that 
this programme "sweepingly", and ~s a "mere _Plabt1;1de", 
etc., covers all instances of bourgeo1s-democrahc n~t10na I 
movements. No less obvious to Rosa Luxemburg, if ~he 
gave the slightest thought to it, would be the conclus10n 
that our programme refers only to cases where such a 
movement is actually in existence. . 

Had she given thought to these. obvious. cons1derat10ns, 
Rosa Luxemburg would have easily perceived wha~ non­
sense she was talking. In accusing us of uttering a 
"platitude" she has used ag~inst us the argu1!1en~ th~t 
no mention is made of the nght to self-determmahon in 
the programmes of countries where there are no bour­
geois-democratic national movements. A remarkably 
clever argument! . 

A comparison of the political and econom1~ devel~p­
ment of various countries, as well as of their Marxist 
programmes, is of tremendous importance from the stand­
point of Marxism, for there ca~ b~ no doubt that all mod­
ern stat,es are of a common capitalist nature and are there­
fore subject to a common Jaw: of devel.opment. But such 
a comparison must be drawn in a sensible way. The ele­
mentary condition for comparison is to find out :vhether 
the historical periods of development of the countnes con­
cerned are at all comparable. For instance, only absolute 
ignoramuses (such as Prince Y. Trubetskoi in. Russkaya 
Mysl 10) are capable of "comparing" the Russian Marx­
ists' agrarian programme with the progr~mmes of ~est: 
ern Europe, since our programme .replies ~o quest10n::> 
that concern the bourgeois-democratic agranai:- ref?rm, 
whereas in the Western countries no such question anses. 

The same applies to the national question. Ip. most 
Western countries it was settled long ago. It is ridiculous 
to seek an answer to non-existent questions in the pro­
grammes of Western Europe. In ~his respect ~osa Luxe1!1-
burg has lost sight of the most 1mportan.t thmg-th~ dtf­
f erence between countries where bourgeo1s-democratic re­
forms have long been completed, and those where they 
have not. 



The crux of the matter lies in this difference. R.osa Lux­
emburg's complete disregard of it transforms her verbose 
article into a collection of empty and meaningless plati­
tudes. 

The epoch of bourgeois-democratic Pevolutions in West­
ern, continental Europe embraces a fairly definite period, 
approximately between 1789 and 1871. This was precisely 
the period of national movements and the creation of na­
tional states. When this period drew to a close, Western 
Europe had been transformed into a settled system of 
bourgeois states, which, as a general rule, were nationally 
uniform states. Therefore, to seek the right to self-deter­
mination in the programmes of West-European socialists 
at this time of day is to betray one's ignorance of the ABC 
of Marxism. 

In Eastern Europe and Asia the period of bourgeois­
democratic revolutions did not begin until 1905. The revo­
lutions in Russia, Persia, Turkey and China, the Balkan 
wars-such is the chain of world events of our period in 
our "Orient". And only a blind man could fail to see in 
this chain of events the awakening of a whole series of 
bourgeois-democratic national movements which strive to 
create nationally independent and nationally uniform 
states. It is precisely and solely because Russia and the 
neighbouring countries are passing through thls period 
that we must have a clause in our programme on the 
right of nations to self-determination. 

But let us continue the quotation from Rosa Luxem­
burg's article a little more. She writes: 

"In particular, th.e programme of a party which is operating in a 
state with an extremely varied national composition, and for which 
the national question is a matter of first-rate importance-the pro­
gramme of the Austrian Social-Democratic Party-does not contain 
the principle of the right of nations to self-determination." (Ibid.) 

Thus, an attempt is made to convince the reader by the 
example of Austria "in particular". Let us examine this 
example in the light of concrete historical facts and see 
just how sound it is. 

In the first !?lace, let us pose the fundamental question 
of the complet10n of t~e bourgeois-democratic revolution. 
In Austria, this revolution· began in 1848 and was over in 
1867. Since then, a more or less fully established bour-

16 

. I 

' ' 
l' 
~1 

I 

geois constitution has dominated, for nearly half a cen­
tury, and on its basis a legal workers' party is legally 
functioning. 

Therefore, in the internal conditions of Austria's devel­
opment (i.e., from the standpoint of the development of 
capitalism in Austria in general, and among its various 
nations in particular), there are no factors that produce 
leaps and bounds, a concomitant of which might be the 
formation of nationally independent states. In assuming, 
by her comparison, that Russia is in an analogous posi­
tion in this respect, Rosa Luxemburg not only makes a 
fundamentally erroneous and anti-historical assumption, 
but also involuntarilv slips into liquidationism. 

Secondly, the profound difference in the relations be­
tween the nationalities in Austria and those in Russia is 
particularly important for the question we are concerned 
with. Not only was Austria for a long time a state in 
which the Germans preponderated, but the Austrian Ger­
mans laid claim to hegemony in the German nation as a 
whole. This "claim'', as Rosa Luxemburg (who is seem­
ingly so averse to commonplaces, platitudes, abstrac­
tions ... ) will perhaps be kind enough to remember, was 
shattered in the war of 1866. The German nation predom­
inating in Austria found itself outside the pale of the 
independent German state which finally took shape in 
1871. On the other hand, the Hungarians' attempt to 
creiite an independent national state collapsed under the 
blows of the Russian serf army as far back as 1849. 

A very peculiar situation was thus created-a striving 
on the part of the Hungarians and then of the Czechs, not 
for separation from Austria, but, on the contrary, for the 
preservation of Austria's integrity, precisely in order to 
preserve national independence, which might have been 
completely crushed by more rapacious and powerful neigh­
bours! Owing to this peculiar situation. Austria assumed 
the form of a dual state, and she is now being trans­
formed into a triple state (Germans, Hungarians, Slavs). 

Is there anything like this in Russia? Is there in our 
country a striving of the "subject peoples" for unity with 
the Great Russians in face of the danger of worse national 
oppression? 

One need only pose this question in order to see that 
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the comparison between Russia and Austria on the ques­
tion of self-determination of nations is meaningless, plati­
tudinous and ignorant. 

. The peculiar conditions in Russia with regard to the 
national question are just the reverse of those we see in 
Austria. Russia is a state with a single national centre­
Great Russia. The Great Russians occupy a vast, unbroken 
stretch of territory, and number about 70,000,000. The spe­
cific features of this national state are: first, that "sub­
ject peoples" (which, on the whole, comprise the majority 
of the entire population-57 per cent) inhabit the border 
regions; secondly, the oppression of these subject peo­
ples is much stronger here than in the neighbouring states 
(and not even in the European states alone); thirdly, 
in a number of cases the oppressed nationalities inhabit­
ing the border regions have compatriots across the bor­
der, who enjoy greater national independence (suffice it 
to mention the Finns, the Swedes, the Poles, the Ukrain­
ians and the Rumanians along the western and southern 
frontiers of the state); fourthly, the development of capi­
talism and the general level of culture are often higher in 
the non-Russian border regions than in the centre. Lastly, 
it is in the neighbouring Asian states that we see the 
beginning of a phase of bourgeois revolutions and nation­
al movements which are spreading to some of the kindred 
nationalities within the borders of Russia. 

Thus, it is precisely the special, concrete historical fea­
tures of the national question in Russia that make the 
recognition of the right of nations to self-determination in 
the present period a matter of special urgency in our coun­
try. 

Incidentally, even from the purely factual angle, Rosa 
Luxemburg's assertion that the Austrian Social-Demo­
crats' programme does not contain any recognition of 
the right of nations to self-determination is incorrect. We 
need only open the Minutes of the Brunn Congress, which 
adopted the national programme, 11 to find the statements 
by the Ruthenian Social-Democrat Hankiewicz on behalf 
of the entire Ukrainian (Ruthenian) delegation (p. 85 of 
the Minutes), and by tne _Polish Soc.ial-Democrat Reger 
on behalf of the entire ?~hs~ delegation (p. 108), to the 
effect that one of the asp1rat10ns of the Austrian Social-
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Democrats of both the above-mentioned nations is to se­
cure national unity, and the freedom and independence of 
their nations. Hence, while the Austrian Social-Democrats 
did not include the right of nations to self-determination 
directly in their programme, they did nevertheless allow 
the demand for national independence to be advanced by 
sections of the party. In effect, this means, of cou:se,. the 
recognition of the right of nations to self-determmahon! 
Thus, Rosa Luxemburg's reference to Austria speaks 
against Rosa Luxemburg in all respects. 

4. "Practicality" in the National Question 

Rosa Luxemburg's argument that §9 of our Programme 
contains nothing "practical" has been seized upon by the 
opportunists. Rosa Luxemburg is so delighted with this 
argument that in some parts of her article this "slogan" 
is repeated eight times on a single page. 

She writes: §9 "gives no practical lead on the day-by­
day policy of the proletariat, no practical solution of na­
tional problems". 

Let us examine this argument, which elsewhere is for­
mulated in such a way that it makes §9 look quite mean­
ingless, or else commits us to support all national aspira­
tions. 

What does the demand for "practicality" in the national 
question mean? . 

It means one of three things: support for all nat10nal 
aspirations; the answer "yes" or "no" to the question ?f 
secession by any nation; or that national demands are m 
general immediately "practicable". 

Let us examine all three possible meanings of the de­
mand for "practicality". 

The bourgeoisie, which naturally assumes the leadership 
at the start of every national movement, says that sup­
port for all national aspirations is practical. However, the 
proletariat's policy in the national question (as in all 
others) supports the. b~urgeoi~ie only in a c~r~~in di~ec­
tion but it never comc1des with the bourgeo1s1e s policy. 
The' working class supports the bourgeoisie only in order 
to secure national peace (which the bourgeoisie cannot 
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bring about completely and which can be achieved only 
with complete democracy), in order to secure equal rights 
and to create the best conditions for the class struggle. 
Therefore, it is in opposition to the practicality of the 
bourgeoisie that the proletarians advance their principles 
in the national question; they always give the bourgeoisie 
only conditional support. What every bourgeoisie is out 
for in the national question is either privileges for its own 
nation, or exceptional advantages for it; this is called 
being "practical". The proletariat is opposed to all privi­
leges, to all exclusiveness. To demand that it should be 
"practical" means following the lead of the bourgeoisie, 
falling into opportunism. 

The demand for a "yes" or "no" reply to the question 
of secession in the case of every nation may seem a very 
"practical" one. In reality it is absurd; it is metaphysical 
in theory, while in practice it leads to subordinating the 
proletariat to the bourgeoisie's policy. The bourgeoisie al­
ways places its national demands in the forefront, and 
does so in categorical fashion. With the proletariat, how­
ever, these demands are subordinated to the interests of 
the class struggle. Theoretically, you cannot say in ad­
vance whether the bourgeois-democratic revolution will 
end in a given nation seceding from another nation, or 
in its equality with the latter; in either case, the important 
thing for the proletariat is to ensure the development of 
its class. For the bourgeoisie it is important to hamper 
this development by pushing the aims of its "own" nation 
before those of the proletariat. That is why the proletariat 
confines itself, so to speak, to the negative demand for 
recognition of the rirtht to self-determination, without giv­
ing guarantees to any nation, and without undertaking 
to give anything at the expense of another nation. 

This may not be "practical", but it is in effect the best 
guarantee for the achievement of the most democratic 
of all possible solutions. The proletariat needs only such 
guarantees, whereas the bourgeoisie of every nation re­
quires guarantees for its own interest, regardless of the 
position of (or the possible disadvantages to) other na­
tions. 

The bourgeoisie is most of all interested in the "feasi­
bility" of a given demand-hence the invariable policy 

20 

of coming to terms with the bourgeoisie of other nations, 
to the detriment of the proletariat. For the proletariat, how­
ever, the important thing is to strengthen its class against 
the bourgeoisie and to educate the masses in the spirit of 
consistent democracy and socialism. 

This may not be "practical" as far as the opportunists 
are concerned, but it is the only real guarantee, the guar­
antee of the greater national equality and peace, despite 
the feudal landlords and the nationalist bourgeoisie. 

The whole task of the proletarians in the national ques­
tion is "unpractical" from the standpoint of the national­
ist bourgeoisie of every nation, because the proletarians, 
opposed as they are to nationalism of every kind, demand 
"abstract" equality; they demand, as a matter of principle, 
that there should be no privileges, however slight. Failing 
to grasp this, Rosa Luxemburg, by her misguided eulogy 
of practicality, has opened the door wide for the oppor­
tunists, and especially for opportunist concessions to 
Great-Russian nationalism. 

Why Great-Russian? Because the Great Russians in 
Russia are an oppressor nation, and opportunism in the 
national question will of course find expression among 
oppressed nations otherwise than among oppressor na­
tions. 

On the plea that its demands are "practical'', the bour­
geoisie of the oppressed nations will call upon the prole­
tariat to support its aspirations unconditionally. The most 
practical procedure is to say a plain "yes" in favour of 
the secession of a particular nation rather than in favour 
of all nations having the right to secede! 

The proletariat is opposed to such practicality. While 
recognising equality and equal rights to a national state, 
it values above all and places foremost the alliance of the 
proletarians of all nations, and assesses any national 
demand, any national separation, from the angle of the 
workers' class struggle. This call for pr.acticality is in 
fact merely a call for uncritical acceptance of bourgeois 
aspirations. 

By supporting the right to secession, we are told, you 
are supporting the bourgeois nationalism of the op­
priessed nations. This is what Rosa Luxemburg says, 
and she is echoed by Semkovsky, the opportunist, who 
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incidentally is the only representative of liquidationist 
ideas on this question, in the liquidationist newspaper! 

Our reply to this is: No, it is to the bourgeoisie that a 
"practical" solution of this question is important. To the 
v.:orkers the important thing is to distinguish the prin­
ciples of the two trends. Insofar as the bourgeoisie of the 
oppressed nation fights the oppressor, we are always, in 
every case, and more strongly than anyone else, in fa­
vour, for we are the staunchest and the most consistent 
enemies of oppression. But insofar as the bourgeoisie of 
the oppressed nation stands for its own bourgeois nation­
alism, we stand against. We fight against the privileges 
and violence of the oppressor nation, and do not in any 
way condone strivings for privileges on the part of the 
oppressed nation. 

If, in our political agitation, we fail to advance and 
advocate the slogan of the right to secession we shall 
play into the hands, not only of the bourgeoisi~, but also 
of the feudal landlords and the absolutism of the oppres­
sor nation. Kautsky long ago used this argument against 
~osa Luxe1!1burg, and the argument is indisputable. When, 
m her anxiety not to "assist" the nationalist bourgeoisie 
of Poland, Rosa Luxemburg rejects the right to secession 
in the programme of the Marxists in Russia, she is in fact 
assisting the Great-Russian Black Hundreds. 12 She is in 
fact assisting opportunist tolerance of the privileges (and 
worse than privileges) of the Great Russians. 

Carried away by the struggle against nationalism in 
Poland, Rosa Luxemburg has forgotten the nationalism 
of the Great Russians, although it is this nationalism 
that is the most formidable at the present time. It is a 
na_tio~alism that is more feudal than bourgeois, and is the 
prmc1pal obstacle to democracy and to the proletarian 
s_truggle. The bourgeois nationalism of any oppressed na­
tion has a general democratic content that is directed 
against oppression, and it is this content that we uncon­
ditionally support. At the same time we strictly distin­
guish it from the tendency towards national exclusiveness; 
we fight against the tendency of the Polish bourgeois to 
oppress the Jews, etc., etc. 

This is "unpractical" from the standpoint of the bour­
geois and the philistine, but it is the only policy in the 
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~ational question that is practical, based on principles, 
/and really promotes democracy, liberty, and proletarian 

1
unity. . 

, The recognition of the right t? secess10n fo_r all; the ap-
praisal of each concrete qu~st10n ~f secess1?~ from the 
point of view of removing all mequal!ty, all pnv1leges, and 
all exclusiveness. . 

Let us consider the position of an oppressor nat10n. 
Can a nation be free if it oppresses other nations? It c?n­
not. The interests of the freedom of the Great-Russian 
population * require a struggle against such ?ppression. 
The long, centuries-old history of the suppress10n of t~e 
movements of the oppressed nations, an_d the s~stematic 
propaganda in favour of such suppression commg from 
the "upper" classes have created enormous obstacles to 
the cause of freedom of the Great-Russian people itself, in 
the form of prejudices, etc. . 

The Great-Russian Black Hundreds deliberately fos.ter 
these prejudices and encourage them. The Great-Russian 
bourgeoisie tolerates or condones them. The Great-Rus­
sian proletariat cannot achieve its own. aims or clear ~he 
road to its freedom without systematically countenng 
these prejudices. . 

In Russia, the creation of an independent nat10nal state 
remains, for the time being, the privileg;e of the G'.eat­
Russian nation alone. We, the Great-Russian proletanan~, 
who defend no privileges whatever, do not defend this 
privilege either. We are fighting on the groun~ of a.d.efi­
nite state· we unite the workers of all nat10ns ltvmg 
in this sta'te· we cannot vouch for any particular path of 
national de;elopment, for we are marching to our class 
goal along all possible paths. 

However, we cannot move towards that goal .unless we 
combat all nationalism, and uphold the equality of t~e 
various nations. Whether the Ukraine, for example, 1s 
destined to form an independent state is a matter that 
will be determined by a thousand unpredictable factors. 

* A certain L. VI. in Paris considers this word un-Marxist. This 
L. VJ. is amusingly "superklug" .(too clever by half). And "this too­
clever-by-half" L. VI. apparently mtends to wnte an essay on .th.e de­
letion of the words "population'', "nation", etc., from our mm1mum 
programme (having in mind the class struggle!). 
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W.ithout att~mpting idle "guesses", we firmly uphold some­
thmg that 1s beyond doubt: the right of the Ukraine to 
form such a. ~tate. We respect this right; we do not up­
hold the privileges of Great Russians with regard to 
l!krainians; we educr:ite the masses in the spirit of recogni­
tion of that nght, m the spirit of rejecting state privi­
leges for any nation. 

In the leaps which all nations have made in the period 
o! bourgeois r~volutions, clashes and struggles over the 
nght to. a nat10nal state are possible and probable. We 
proletarian? decla.r~ in advance that we are opposed to 
Gr~at-Russ1an privileges, and this is what guides our 
entire propaganda and agitation. 

In ?er quest for "practicality" Rosa Luxemburg has 
lost ~1ght of the principal practical task both of the Great­
R~~sian proletariat and of the proletariat of other nation­
ahti:es: that of day-by-day agitation and propaganda 
agamst all ~tate and natio~al privilege~, and for the right, 
the. equal right of all nat10ns, to their national state. 
This . (at present) is our principal task in the national 
quest10n, for only in this way can we defend the interests 
of ~emocracy and the alliance of all proletarians of all 
nat10_ns on an equal footing. 

T~1s propaganda may be "unpractical" from the point 
of v1e'Y of the. Great-Russian oppressors, as well as from 
t~e pomt of view of the bourgeoisie of the oppressed na­
tions (~oth demand a definite "yes" or "no", and accuse 
th~ Social-Democrats of being "vague"). In reality it is 
this prop?ganda, and this propaganda alone, that ensures 
t~e genumely democratic, the genuinely socialist educa­
tion of the masses. This is the only propaganda to ensure 
the greatest chances of national peace in Russia should 
she remain a multi-national state, and the most peaceful 
( ~nd . for the proletarian class struggle, harmless) divi­
s10n mto ~ep~rate national states, should the question of 
such a d1v1s10n arise. 
. To exp~ain this policy-the only proletarian policy­
m the :iat10nal guestion more concretely, we shall examine 
the att1.tud~ of Great-Russian liberalism towards the "self­
deter~mat10n of nations", and the example of Norway's 
secess10n from Sweden 
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5. The Liberal Bourgeoisie and the Socialist Opporfunists 
in the National Question 

We have seen that the following argument is one of 
Rosa Luxemburg's "trump cards" in her struggle against 
the programme of the Marxists in Russia: recognition of 
the right to self-determination is tantamount to supporting 
the bourgeois nationalism of the oppressed nations. On 
the other hand, she says, if we take this right to mean 
no more than combating all violence against other na­
tions, there is no need for a special clause in the pro­
gramme, for Social-Democrats are, in general, opposed to 
all national oppression and inequality. 

The first argument, as Kautsky irrefutably proved near­
ly twenty years ago, is a case of blaming other people 
for one's own nationalism; in her fear of the nationalism 
of the bourgeoisie of oppressed nations, Rosa Luxemburg 
is actually playing into the hands of the Black-Hundred 
nationalism of the Great Russians! Her second argument 
is actually a timid evasion of the question whether or not 
recognition of national equality includes recognition of 
the right to secession. If it does, then Rosa Luxemburg 
admits that, in principle, §9 of our Programme is correct. 
If it does not, then she does not recognise national equal­
ity. Shuffling and evasions will not help matters here! 

However, the best way to test these and all similar 
arguments is to study the attitude of the various classes 
of society towards this question. For the Marxist this test 
is obligatory. We must proceed from what is objective; 
we must examine the relations between the classes on this 
point. In failing to do so, Rosa Luxemburg is guilty of 
those very sins of metaphysics, abstractions, platitudes, 
and sweeping statements, etc., of which she vainly tries 
to accuse her opponents. 

We are discussing the Programme of the Marxists in 
Russia, i.e., of the Marxists of all the nationalities in Rus­
sia. Should we not examine the position of the ruling 
classes of Russia? 

The position of the "bureaucracy" (we beg pardon for 
this inaccurate term) and of the feudal landlords of our 
united-nobility type 13 is well known. They definitely re­
ject both the equality of nationalities and the right to 
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self-determination. Theirs is the old motto of the days oi 
serfdom: autocracy, orthodoxy, and the national essence­
the last term applying only to the Great-Russian nation. 
Even the Ukrainians are declared to be an "alien" people 
and their very language is being suppressed. 

Let us glance at the Russian bourgeoisie, which was 
"called upon" to take part-a very modest part, it is true, 
but nevertheless some part-in the government, under the 
"June Third" 14 legislative and administrative system. It 
will not need many words to prove that the Octobrists 15 

are following the Rights in this question. Unfortunately, 
some Marxists pay much less attention to the stand of 
the Great-Russian liberal bourgeoisie, the Progressists 
and the Cadets. 16 Yet he who fails to study that stand and 
give it careful thought will inevitably flounder in abstrac­
tions and groundless statements in discussing the question 
of the right of nations to self-determination. 

Skilled though it is in the art of diplomatically evad­
ing direct answers to "unpleasant" questions, Rech, 17 

the principal organ of the Constitutional-Democratic Par­
ty, was compeHed, in its controversy with Pravda 18 last 
year, to make certain valuable admissions. The trouble 
started over the All-Ukraine Students' Congress held in 
Lvov in the summer of 1913.19 Mr. Mogilyansky, the 
"Ukrainian expert" or Ukrainian correspondent of Rech, 
wrote an. article in which he poured vitriolic abuse ("rav­
ings", "adventurism", etc.) on the idea that the Ukraine 
should secede, an idea which Dontsov, a nationalist-social­
ist, had advocated and the above-mentioned congress ap­
proved. 

While in no way identifying itself with Mr. Dontsov, 
and declaring explicitly that he was a nationalist-social­
ist and that many Ukrainian Marxists did not agree with 
him, Rabochaya Pravda stated that the tone of Rech, or, 
rather, the way it formulated the question in principle, 
was improper and reprehensible for a Great-Russian dem­
ocrat, or for anyone desiring to pass as a democrat.* 
L'et Rech repudiate the Dontsovs if it likes, but, from the 
standpoint of principle, a Great-Russian organ of democ-

* See V. I. Lenin, "Cadets on the Question of the Ukraine" (Col­
lected Works, Vol. 19, pp. 266-67).-Ed. 
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racy, which it claims to be, cannot be oblivious of the 
freedom to secede, the right to secede. 

A few months later, Rech No. 331, published an "ex­
planation" from Mr. Mogilyansky, who had learned from 
the Ukrainian newspaper Shlyakhi,20 published in Lvov, 
of Mr. Dontsov's reply, in which, incidentally, Dontsov 
stated that "the chauvinist attacks in Rech have been prop­
erly sullied [branded?] only in the Russian Social-Demo­
cratic press". This "explanation" consisted of the thrice­
repeated statement that "criticism of Mr. Dontsov's re­
cipes" "has nothing in common with the repudiation of the 
right of nations to self-determination". 

"It must be said," wrote Mr. Mogilyansky, "that even 'the right of 
nations to self-determination' is not a fetish [mark this!] beyond critic­
ism: unwholesome conditions in the life of nations may give rise 
to unwholesome tendencies in national self-determination, and the fact 
that these are brought to light does not mean that the right of 
nations to self-determination has been rejected." 

As you see, this liberal's talk of a "fetish" was quite in 
keeping with Rosa Luxemburg's. It was obvious that Mr. 
Mogilyansky was trying to evade a direct reply to the 
question whether or not he recognised the right to politi­
cal self-determination, i.e., to secession. 

The newspaper Proletarskaya Pravda, issue No. 4, for 
December 11, 1913, also put this question point-blank to 
Mr. Mogilyansky and to the Constitutional-Democratic 
Party.* 

Thereupon Rech (No. 340) published an unsigned, i.e., 
official, editorial statement replying to this question. This 
reply boils down to the following three points: 

1) § 11 of the Constitutional-Democratic Party's pro­
gramme speaks bluntly, precisely and clearly of the "right 
of nations to free cultural self-determination". 

2) Rech affirms that Proletarskaya Pravda "hopelessly 
confuses" self-determination with separatism, with the se­
cession of a given nation. 

3) "Actually, the Cadets have never pledged them­
selves to advocate the rig ht of 'nations to secede' from the 
Russian state." (See the article "National:Liberalism and 

* See V. I. Lenin, "The Cadets and 'the Right of Nations to Self­
Determination'" (Collected W1orks, Vol. 19, pp. 525-27).-Ed. 
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the Right of Nations to Self-Determination", in Prole­
tarskaya Pravda No. 12, December 20, 1913.*) 

Let us first consider the second point in the Rech state­
ment. How strikingly it shows to the Semkovskys, Lieb­
mans, Yurkeviches and other opportunists that the hue 
and cry they have raised about the alleged "vagueness", 
or "indefiniteness", of the term "self-determination" is in 
fact, i.e., from the standpoint of objective class relation­
ships and the class struggle in Russia, simply a rehash of 
the liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie's utterances! 

Proletarskaya Pravda put the following three ques­
tions to the enlightened "Constitutional-Democratic" gen­
tlemen of Rech: ( 1) do they deny that, throughout the entire 
history of international democracy, and especially since 
the middle of the nineteenth century, self-determination 
of nations has been understood to mean precisely political 
self-determination, the right to form an independent na­
tional state? (2) do they deny that the well-known resolu­
tion adopted by the International Socialist Congress in 
London in 1896 has the same meaning? and (3) do they 
deny that Plekhanov, in writing about self-determination 
as far back as 1902, meant precisely political self-determi­
nation? When Proletarskaya Pravda posed these three 
questions, the Cadets fell silent! . 

Not a word did they utter in reply, for they had nothmg 
to say. They had to admit tacitly that Proletarskaya Prav­
da was absolutely right. 

The liberals' outcries that the term "self-detenmina­
tion" is vague and that the Social-Democrats "hopelessly 
confuse" it with separatism are nothing more than at­
tempts to confuse ,the issue, and evade recognition of a 
universally established democratic principle. If ~he Sem­
kovskys, Liebrhans and Yurkeviches were not so ignorant, 
they would be ashamed to address the workers in a libe­
ral vein. 

But to proceed. Proletarskaya Pravda compelled Rech 
to admit that, in the programme of the <:on~titutional­
Democrats the term "cultural" self-determmahon means 
in effect the repudiation of political self-determination. 

* See V. I. Lenin, "National-Liberalism and the Right of Nations 
to Self-Determinatio'1" (Collected Works, Vol. 20, pp. 56-58) .-Ed. 
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"Actually, the Cadets have never pledged themselves 
to advocate the right of 'nations to secede' from the Rus­
sian state"-it was not without reason that Proletarskaya 
Pravda recommended to Novoye Vremya 21 and Zemshchi­
na 22 these words from Rech as an example of our Cadets' 
"loyalty". In its issue No. 13563, Novoye Vremya, which 
never, of course, misses an opportunity of mentioning "the 
Yids" and taking digs at the Cadets, nevertheless stated: 

"What, to the Social-Democrats, is an axiom of political wisdom 
[i.e., recognition of the right of nations to self-determination, to se­
cede), is today beginning to cause disagreement even among the Ca­
dets." 

By declaring that they "have never pledged themselves 
to advocate the right of nations to secede from the Russian 
state", the Cadets have, in principle, taken exactly the 
same stand as Novoye Vremya. This is precisely one of the 
fundamentals of Cadet national-liberalism, of their kin­
ship with the Purishkeviches, and of their dependence, po­
litical, ideological and practical, on the latter. Proletar­
skaya Pravda wrote: "The Cadets have studied history 
and know only too well what-to put it mildly-pogrom­
like actions the practice of the ancient right of the Purish­
keviches to 'grab 'em and hold 'em'23 has often led to." 
Although perfectly aware of the feudalist source and na­
ture of the Purishkeviches' omnipotence, the Cadets 
are, nevertheless, taking their stand on the basis of the 
relationships and frontiers created by that very class. 
Knowing full well that there is much in the relationships 
and frontiers created or fixed by this class that is un-Eu­
ropean and anti-European (we would say Asiatic if this 
did not sound undeservedly slighting to the Japanese 
and Chinese), the Cadets, nevertheless, accept them as 
the utmost limit. 

Thus, they are adjusting themselves to the Purishke­
viches, cringing to them, fearing to jeopardise their posi­
tion, protecting them from the people's movement, from the 
democracy. As Proletarskaya Pravda wrote: "In effect, 
this means adapting oneself to the interests of the feudal­
minded landlords and to the worst nationalist prejudices 
of the dominant nation, instead of systematically combat­
ing those prejudices." 



Being men who are familiar with history and claim to 
be democrats, the Cadets do not even attempt to assert 
that the democratic movement, which is today characteris­
tic of both EaS'tern Europe and Asia and is striving to 
change both on the model of the civilised capitalist coun­
tries, is bound to leave intact the boundaries fixed by the 
feudal epoch, the epoch of the omnipotence of the Purishke­
viches and the disfranchisement of wide strata of 1the bour­
geoisie and petty bourgeoisie. 

The fact that the question raised in the controversy 
between Proletarskaya Pravda and Rech was not merely 
a literary question, but one that involved a real political 
issue of the day, was proved, among other things, by the 
last conference of the Constitutional-Democratic Party held 
on March 23-25, 1914; in the official report of this confer­
ence in Rech (No. 83, of March 26, 1914) we read: 

"A particularly lively discussion also took place on national prob­
lems. The Kiev deputies, who were supported by N. V. Nekrasov and 
A. M. Kolyubakin, pointed out that the national question was becom­
ing a key issue, which would have to be faced up to more resolutely 
than hitherto. F. F. Kokoshkin pointed out, however [this "however" 
is like Shchedrin's "but"-"the ears never grow higher than the fore­
head, never!"), that both the programme and past political experience 
demanded that 'elastic formulas' of 'political self-determination of na­
tionalities' should be handled very carefully." 

This most remarkable line of reasoning at the Cadet 
conference deserves serious attention from all Marxists 
and all democrats. (We will note in parentheses that 
Kievskaya Mys!, 24 which is evidently very well informed 
and no doubt presents Mr. Kokoshkin's ideas correctly, 
added that, of course, as a warning to his opponents, he 
laid special stress on the danger of the "disintegration" 
of the state.) 

The official report in Rech is composed with consum­
mate diplomatic skill designed to lift the veil as little as 
possible and to conceal as much as possible. Yet, in the 
main, what took place at the Cadet conference is quite 
clear. The liberal-bourgeois delegates, who were familiar 
with the state of affairs in the Ukraine, and the "Left" 
Cadets raised the question precisely of the political self­
determination of nations. Otherwise there would have been 
no need for Mr. Kokoshkin to urge that this "formula" 
should be "handled carefully". 
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The Cadet programme, which was of course known to 
the delegates at the Cadet conference, speaks of "cultural", 
not of political self-determination. Hence, Mr. Kokoshkin 
was defending the programme against the Ukrainian del­
egates, and against the Left Cadets; he was defending 
"cultural" self-determination as opposed to "political" self­
determination. It is perfectly clear that in opposing "po­
litical" self-determination, in playing up the danger of 
the "disintegration of the state", and in calling the formu­
la "political self-determination" an "elastic" one (quite in 
keeping with Rosa Luxemburg!), Mr. Kokoshkin was de­
fending Great-Russian national-liberalism against the 
more "Left" or more democratic elements of the Constitu­
tional-Democratic Party and also against the Ukrainian 
bourgeoisie. 

Mr. Kokoshkin won the day at the Cadet conference, as 
is evident from the treacherous little word "however" in 
the Rech report; Great-Russian national-liberalism has 
triumphed among the Cadets. Will not this victory help to 
clear the minds of those misguided individuals among the 
Marxists in Russia who, like the Cadets, have also begun 
to fear the "elastic formulas of political self-determination 
of nationalities"? 

Let us, "however", examine the substance of Mr. Ko­
koshkin's line of thought. By referring to "past political 
experience" (i.e., evidently, the experience of 1905, when 
the Great-Russian bourgeoisie took alarm for its national 
privileges and scared the Cadet Party with its fears), and 
also by playing up the danger of the "disintegration of 
the state", Mr. Kokoshkin showed that he understood per­
fectly well that political self-determination can mean 
nothing else but the right to secede and form an independ­
ent national state. The question is-how should Mr. Ko­
koshkin's fears be appraised in the light of democracy in 
general, and the proletarian class struggle in particular? 

Mr. Kokoshkin would have us believe that recognition 
of the right to secession increases the danger of the "disin­
tegration of the state". This is the viewpoint of Constable 
Mymretsov, whose motto was "grab 'em and hold 'em". 
From the viewpoint of democracy in general, the very op­
posite is the case: recognition of the right to secession 
reduces the danger of the "disintegration of the state". 
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Mr: Kokoshkin argues exactly like the nationalists do. 
At their last congress they attacked the Ukrainian "Mazep­
pists". The Ukrainian movement, Mr. Savenko and Co. 
exclaimed, threatens to weaken the ties between the 
Ukraine a:id Russia, since Austrian Ukrainophilism is 
strengthening the Ukrainians' ties with Austria! It 
remains unexplained why Russia cannot try to 
"strengthen" her ties with the Ukrainians through the 
~ame method t?at the Savenkos blame Austria for using, 
1.e., by granting the Ukrainians freedom to use their 
own language, self-government and an autonomous 
Diet. 

The arguments of the Savenkos and Kokoshkins are 
exactly alike,. a1_1d from the purely logical point of view they 
are equally nd1culous and absurd. Is it not clear that the 
n:iore liberty the Ukrainian nationality enjoys in any par­
ticular country, the stronger its ties with that country will 
b~? One would think tha_t this truism could not be d,isputed 
without totally abandoning all the premises of democracy. 
Can there be greater freedom of nationality, as such, than 
the freedom to secede, the freedom to form an independent 
national state? 

To clear up this question, which has been so confused 
by the liberals (and by those who are so misguided as to 
echo them), w.e shall ~ite a very simple example. Let us 
take the question of divorce. In her article Rosa Luxem­
burg writes that the centralised democratic state while 
co!1ceding aut?nomy to its constituent parts, sho~ld re­
ta1~ th~ most n~1portant branches of legislation, including 
leg1slahon on divorce, under the jurisdiction of the central 
parliame~t. The concern tha~ the central authority of the 
democratic state should retain the power to allow divorce 
can be readily ~nderstood. The reactionaries are opposed 
to freedom of divorce; they say that it must be "handled 
carefully", and loudly declare that it means the "disin­
tegration of the family". The democrats, however, believe 
that the reactionaries are hypocrites, and that they are 
actually defending the omnipotence of the police and the 
bureauc:acy, the privileges of one of the sexes, and the 
worst kind of oppression of women. They believe that in 
actual fact freedom of divorce will. not cause the "disin­
tegration" of family ties, but, on the contrary, will 
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strengthen them on a democratic basis, which is the only 
possible and durable basis in civilised society. 

To accuse those who support freedom of self-determi­
nation, i.e., freedom to secede, of encouraging separatism, 
is as foolish and hypocritical as accusing those who advo­
cate freedom of divorce of encouraging the destruction of 
family ties. Just as in bourgeois society the defenders of 
privilege and corruption, on which bourgeois marriage 
rests, oppose freedom of divorce, so, in the capitalist state, 
repudiation of the right to self-determination, i.e., the 
right of nations to secede, means nothing more than de­
fence of the privileges of the dominant nation and police 
methods of administration, to the detriment of democratic 
methods. 

No doubt, the political chicanery arising from all the 
relationships existing in capitalist society sometimes leads 
members of parliament and journalists to indulge in friv­
olous and even nonsensical twaddle about one or another 
nation seceding. But only reactionaries can allow them­
selves to be frightened (or pretend to be frightened) by 
such talk. Those who stand by democratic principles, i.e., 
who insist that questions of state be decided by the mass of 
the population, know very well that there is a "tremendous 
distance" 25 between what the politicians prate about and 
what the people decide. From their daily experience the 
masses know perfectly well the value of geographical and 
economic ties and the advantages of a big market and a 
big state. They will, therefore, resort to secession only when 
national oppression and national friction make joint life 
absolutely intolerable and hinder any and all economic in­
tercourse. In that case, the interests of capitalist develop­
ment and of the freedom of the class struggle will be best 
served by secession. 

Thus, from whatever angle we approach Mr. Ko­
koshkin's arguments, they prove to be the height of absur­
dity and a mockery of the principles of democracy. And yet 
there is a modicum of logic in these arguments, the logic 
of the class interests of the Great-Russian bourgeoisie. 
Like most members of the Constitutional-Democratic Par­
ty, Mr. Kokoshkin is a lackey of the money-bags of that 
bourgeoisie. He defends its privileges in general, and its 
state privileges in particular. He def ends them hand in 
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hand and shoulder to shoulder with Purishkevich, the only 
difference being that Purishkevich puts more faith in the 
f eudalist cudgel, while Kokoshkin and Co. realise that this 
cudgel was badly damaged in 1905, and rely more on 
bourgeois methods of fooling the masses, such as frighten­
ing the petty bourgeoisie and the peasants with the spectre 
of the "disintegration of the state", and deluding them with 
phrases about blending "people's freedom" with historical 
tradition, etc. 

The liberals' hostility to the principle of political self­
determination of nations can have one, and only one, real 
class meaning: national-liberalism, defence of the state 
privileges of the Great-Russian bourgeoisie. And the op­
portunists among the Marxists in Russia, who today, under 
the Third of June regime, are against the right of nations 
to self-determination-the liquidator Semkovsky, the Bund­
ist Liebman, the Ukrainian petty-bourgeois Yurkevich­
are actually following in the wake of the national-liberals, 
and corrup_ting the working class with national-liberal 
ideas. 

The interests of the working class and of its struggle 
against capitalism demand ·complete solidarity and the 
closest unity of the workers of all nations; they demand 
resistance to the nationalist policy of the bourgeoisie of 
every nationality. Hence, Social-Democrats would be devi­
ating from proletarian policy and subordinating the 
workers to the policy of the bourgeoisie if they were to 
repudiate the right of nations to self-determination, i.e., 
the right of an oppressed nation to secede, or if they were 
to support all the national demands of the bourgeoisie of 
oppressed nations. It makes no difference to the hired 
worker whether he is exploited chiefly by the Great-Rus­
sian bourgeoisie rather than the non-Russian bourgeoisie, 
or by the Polish bourgeoisie rather than the Jewish bour­
geoisie, etc. The hired worker who has come to understand 
his class interests is equally indifferent to the state privi­
leges of the Great-Russian capitalists and to the promises 
of the Polish or Ukrainian capitalists to set up an earthly 
paradise when they obtain state privileges. Capitalism is 
developing and will continue to develop, anyway, both 
in integral states with a mixed population and in sepa­
rate national states. 
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1n any case the hired worker wil~ be an objec~ of ex­
ploitation. Successful struggle against . expl?itahon re­
quires that the proletariat be free of nat10naltsm, and be 
absolutely neutral, so to speak, in the_fi.ght for supre~acy 
that is going on among the bourgeoisie of. the .vanous 
nations. If the proletariat of any one nat10n gives the 
slightest support to the privileges of it:; "own" national 
bourgeoisi·e, that will inevitably rouse distrust am?ng the 
proletariat of another nation; it will weakei: _the interna­
tional class solidarity of the workers and dlVlde th.em, to 
the delight of the bourgeoisie. Repudiation of the nght !o 
self-determination or to secession inevitably means, in 
practice, support for the privileges of the dom.inant na~io~. 

We will get even more striking confirm a hon of this if 
we take the concrete case of Norway's secession from 
Sweden. 

6. Norway's Secession from Sweden 

Rosa Luxemburg cites precisely this example, and dis­
cusses it as follows: 

"The latest event in the history of federative relations, the seces­
sion of Norway from Sweden-which at the time was hastily s~ized 
upon by the social-patriotic Polish press (see th.e Cracow Naprzod 26

) 

as a gratifying sign of the strength and progressive nature of the tend­
ency towards stale secession-at once provided striking proof that 
federalism and its concomitant, separation, are in no way an expres­
sion of progress or democracy. After the so-called Norwegian 'revo­
lution', which meant that the Swedish king was deposed and com­
pelled to leave Norway •. th7 Norwegian~ coolly proceeded to choose 
another king, formally reiectmg, .by a naho~al referendum, the projlosal 
to establish a republic. That which superficial adm!fers of all nat10nal 
movements and of all semblance of independence proclaimed to be a 
'revolution' was simply a manifesfotion of peasant and petty-bourgeois 
particularism, the desire to have a king 'of their <!wn' f<;>r their money 
instead of one imposed upon them by the Swedish anstocracy, and 
was, consequently, a movement that. had abso~utely .nothing in co.m­
mon with revolution. At the same time, the d1ssolut10n of the un10n 
between Sweden and Norway showed once more to what extent, in 
this case also, the federation .w~ich had existed until then was only 
an expression of purely d)'.na~!ic i~terests and, therefore, merely a form 
of monarchism and react10n. (P1 zeglqd.) 

That is literally all that Rosa Luxemburg h.as to say 
on this score! Admittedly, it would have been difficult for 
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her to have revealed the hopelessness of her position more 
saliently than she has done in this particular instance. 

The question was, and is: do the Social-Democrats in 
a mixed national state need a programme that recognises 
the right to self-determination or secession? 

What does the example of Norway, cited by Rosa 
Luxemburg, tell us on this point? 

Our author ,twists and turns, exercises her wit and rails 
at Naprz6d, but she does not answer the question! Rosa 
Luxemburg speaks about everything under the sun so as 
to avoid saying a single word about the actual point at 
issue! 

Undoubtedly, in wishing to have a king of their own 
for their money, and in rejecting, in a national referendum, 
the proposal to establish a republic, the Norwegian petty 
bourgeoisie displayed exc-eedingly bad philistine qualities. 
Undoubtedly, Naprz6d displayed equally bad and equally 
philistine qualities in failing to notice this. 

But what has all this to do with the case? 
The question under discussion was the right of nations 

to self-determina.tion and the attitude to b_e adopted by 
the socialist proletariat towards this right! Why, then, does 
not Rosa Luxemburg answer this question instead of beat­
ing about the bush? 

To a mouse there is no stronger beast than the cat, it 
is said. To Rosa Luxemburg there is evidently no stronger 
beast than the "Fracy". "Fracy" is the popular term for 
the "Polish Socialist Party'', its so-called revolutionary 
section, and the Cracow newspaper Naprz6d shares the 
views of that "section". Rosa Luxemburg is so blinded by 
her fight against the nationalism of that "section" that she 
loses sight of everything except Naprz6d. 

If N aprz6d says "yes", Rosa Luxemburg considers it 
her sacred duty to say an immediate "no", without stopping 
to think that by so doing she does not reveal independence 
of Naprzbd, but, on the contrary, her ludicrous depend­
ence on the "Fracy" and her inability to see things from a 
viewpoint any deeper and broader than that of the Cracow 
anthill. Naprz6d, of course, is a wretched and by no means 
Marxist organ; but that should not prevent us from prop­
erly aoalysing the example of Norway, once we have 
chosen it. 
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To analyse this example in Marxist fashion, we must 
deal, not with the vices of the awfully terrible "Fracy", 
but, first, with the concrete historical features of the se­
cession of Norway from Sweden, and secondly, with the 
tasks which confronted the proletariat of both countries 
in connection with this secession. 

The geographic, economic and language ties between 
Norway and Sweden are as intimate as those between the 
Great Russians and many other Slav nations. But the 
union between Norway and Sweden was not a voluntary 
one, and in dragging in the question of "federation" Rosa 
Luxemburg was talking at random, simply because she did 
not know what to say. Norway was ceded to Sweden by 
the monarchs during the Napoleonic wars, against the 
will of the Norwegians; and the Swedes had to bring 
troops into Norway to subdue her. 

Despite the very extensive autonomy which Norway 
enjoyed (she had her own parliament, etc.), there was 
constant friction between Norway and Sweden for many 
decades after the union, and the Norwegians strove hard 
to throw off the yoke of the Swedish aristocracy. At last in 
August 1905, they succeeded: the Norwegian parliament 
resolved that the Swedish king was no longer king of Nor­
way, and in the referendum held later among the Norwe­
gian people, the overwhelming majority (about 200,000 
as against a few hundred) voted for complete separation 
from Sweden. After a short 'period of indecision, the 
Swedes resigned themselves to the fact of secession. 

This example shows us on what grounds cases of the 
secession of nations are practicable, and actually occur, 
under modern economic and political relationships, and 
the form secession sometimes assumes under conditions of 
political freedom and democracy. 

No Social-Democrat will deny-unless he would profess 
indifference to questions of political freedom and democ­
racy (in which case he is naturally no longer a Social­
Democrat)-that this example virtually proves ,that it is 
the bounden duty of class-conscious workers to conduct 
systematic propaganda and prepare the ground for the 
settlement of conflicts that may arise over the secession of 
nations, not in the "Russian way", but only in the way 
they were settled in 1905 between Norway and Sweden. 

37 



This is exactly what is meant by the demand in the pro­
gramme for the recognition of the right of nations to self­
determination. But Rosa Luxemburg tried to get around a 
fact that was repugnant to her theory by violently attack­
ing the philistinism of the Norwegian philistines and the 
Cracow Naprz6d; for she understood perfectly well that 
this historical fact completely refutes her phrases about 
the right of nations to self-determination being a "utopia'', 
or like the right "to eat off gold plates", etc. Such phrases 
only express a smug and opportunist belief in the immuta­
bility of the present alignment of forces among the na­
tionalities of Eastern Europe. 

To proceed. In the question of the self-determination 
of nations, as in every other question, we are interested, 
first and foremost, in the self-determination of the prole­
tariat within a given nation. Rosa Luxemburg modestly 
evaded this question too, for she realised that an analysis 
of it on the basis of the example of Norway, which 
she herself had chosen, would be disastrous to her 
"theory". 

What position did ,the Norwegian and Swedish prole­
tariat take, and indeed had to take, in the conflict over se­
cession? After Norway seceded, the class-conscious work­
ers ~f Norway would naturally have voted for a republic,* 
and 1f some socialists voted otherwise it only goes to show 
how much dense, philistine opportunism there sometimes 
is in the European socialist movement. There can be no two 
opinions about that, an~ we .mention the point only be­
cause Rosa Luxemburg 1s trymg to obscure the issue by 
speaking off the mark. We do not know whether the Nor­
weg!an soci.alist programme made it obligatory for Nor­
wegian Social-Democrats to hold particular views on the 
question of secession. We will assume that it did not and 
that the Norwegian socialists left it an open question 'as to 
what extent ,the autonomy of Norway gave sufficient scope 
to wage the class struggle freely, or to what extent the 

* Since th.e majority o,f the Norwegian nation was in favour of a 
mon~rchy while the proletariat wanted a republic, the Norwegian pro­
l~tanat was, gener.ally speaking, confronted with the alternative: 
et!her revolutioi;, !f conditions were ripe for it, or submission to the 
will of the maionty and prolonged ,propaganda and a,gitation work. 
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eternal friction and conflicts with the Swedish aristocracy 
hindered freedom of economic life. But it cannot be disput­
ed that the Norwegian proletariat had to oppose this aris­
tocracy and support Norwegian peasant democracy (with 
all its philistine limitations). 

And the Swedish proletariat? It is common knowledge 
that the Swedish landed proprietors, abetted by the Swe­
dish clergy, advocated war against Norway. Inasmuch as 
Norway was much weaker than Sweden, ha~ alre~dy ex­
perienced a Swedish invasion, and the Swedish anstocra­
cy carries enormous weight in its own country, this advoc­
acy of war present1ed a grave danger. We may be sure 
that the Swedish Kokoshkins spent much time and energy 
in trying to corrupt the minds of the Swedish people by 
appeals to "handle" the "elastic fo~?1ulas of. p~litical s~lf­
determination of nations carefully , by pamtmg horrific 
pictures of the danger of the "disintegration of the state" 
and by assuring them that "people's free?om" ~as com­
patible with the traditions of the Swedish aristocracy. 
There cannot be the slightest doubt that the Swedish So­
cial-Democrats would have betrayed the cause of socialism 
and democracy if they had not fought with all their might 
to combat both the landlord and the "Kokoshkin" ideology 
and policy, and if they had failed to demand, not or:ly 
equality of nations in general (to which the Kokoshkms 
also subscribe), but also the right of nations to self-deter­
mination, Norway's freedom to secede. 

The close alliance between the Norwegian and Swed­
ish workers, their complete fraternal class solidarity, 
gained from the Swedish workers' recognition of the right 
of the Norwegians to secede. This convinced the _Norwe­
gian workers that the Swedish workers were not mfeet.ed 
with Swedish nationalism, and that they placed fraternity 
with the Norwegian proletarians above the privileges of 
the Swedish bourgeoisie and aristocracy. The dissolution 
of the ties imposed upon Norway by the monarchs of Eu­
rope and the Swedish aristocracy strengthened the ties 
between the Norwegian and Swedish workers. The Swed­
ish workers have proved that in spite of all the vicissitudes 
of bourgeois policy-bourgeois relations. may qu.ite possi­
bly bring about a repetition of the forc_1ble subiecbon of 
the Norwegians to the Swedes!-they will be able to pre-
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serve and defend the complete equality and class solidar­
ity of the workers of both nations in the struggle against 
both the Swedish and the Norwegian bourgeoisie. 

Incidentally, <this reveals how groundless and even 
frivolous are the attempts sometimes made by the "Fracy" 
to "use" our disagreements with Rosa Luxemburg against 
?olish Socia~-D.emocracy. The "Fracy" are not a proletar­
ian or a sociahst Party, but a petty-bourgeois nation­
alist party, something like Polish Social-Revolutionaries. 
There never has been, nor could there be, any question of 
unity between the Russian Social-Democrats and this par­
ty. On the other hand, no Russian Social-Democrat has 
ever "repented" of the close relations and unity that have 
been ·established with the Polish Social-Democrats. The 
Polish Social-Democrats have rendered a great historical 
ser~ice by creating the first really Marxist, proletarian par­
ty m Poland, a country imbued with nationalist aspira­
tions and passions. Yet the service the Polish Social-Demo­
crats have render·ed is a great one, not because Rosa Lux­
emburg has talked a lot of nonsense about § 9 of the Rus­
sian Marxists' Programme, but despite that sad circums­
tance. 

The question of the "right to self-determination" is of 
course not so important to the Polish Social-Democrats 
as it is to the Russian. It is quite understandable that in 
their zeal (sometimes a little excessive, perhaps) to com'\\ 
bat the nationalistically blinded petty bourgeoisie of Po­
land the Polish Social-Democrats should overdo things. 
No Russian Marxist has ever thought of blaming the Pol­
ish Social-Democrats for being opposed to the secession 
of Poland. These Social-Democrats err only when, like 
Rosa Luxemburg, they try to deny the necessity of includ­
ing the recognition of the right to self-determination in the 
Programme of the Russian Marxists. 

Virtually, this is like attempting to apply relationships, 
understandable by Cracow standards, to all the peoples 
a;id nations inhabiting Russia, including the Great Rus­
sians. It means being "Polish nationalists the wrong way 
round", not Russian, not international Social-Democrats. 

For international Social-Democracy stands for the 
recognition of the right of nations to self-determination 
This is what we shall now proceed to discuss. · 
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7. The Resolution of the London International Congress, 1896 

This resolution reads: 

:'This Congress declares that it stands for the full right of all 
~ahons to self-determination [Selbstbestimmungsrecht] and expresses 
its sympat~)'. for the 'Yorkers of every country now suffering under the 
yoke of m1htary, nat10nal or other absolutism. This Congress calls 
upon. the workers of all these countries to join the ranks of the class­
consc10us .[Klassenbewusste-those who understand their class inter­
ests] work~rs of . the ·whole world in order jointly to fight for the 
defeat of mternahonal capitalism and for achievement of the aims 
of international Social-Democracy."* 

As we have . already pointed out, our opportunists­
Semkovsky, Liebman and Yurkevich-are simply un­
aware of this resolution. But Rosa Luxemburg knows it 
a_nd quotes the full t•ext, which contains the same expres­
s10n as that contained in our programme viz. "self-deter-
mination". ' ' 

How does Rosa Luxemburg remove this obstacle from 
the path of her "original" theory? 

Oh, quite simply ... the whol·e emphasis lies in the sec­
ond part of the resolution ... its declarative character 
. .. one can ref er to it only by mistake! 

The feebleness and utter confusion of our author are 
simlpy amazing. Usually it is only the opportunists who 
!alk about the consistent democratic and socialist points 
m t_he programme being mere declarations, and cravenly 
avoid an open debate on them. It is apparently not without 
'.eason that Rosa Luxemburg has this time found herself 
m the deplorable company of the Semkovskys Liebmans 
and Yurkeviches. Rosa Luxemburg does not 'venture to 
state openly whether she regards the above resolution as 
correct or erroneous. She shifts and shuffles as if counting 
on the inattentive or ill-informed reader, who forgets the 
first part of the resolution by the time he has started read­
ing the second, or who has never heard of the discussion 

* See the official .~erman r~port of _the London Congress: Verhand­
Iungen und Beschlusse des 1nternat1onalen sozialistischen Arbeiter­
und Gewerkschafts-Kongresses zu London, vom 27. Juli bis J. Au­
gust !~96, Berlin, _1~96, S. 1.8. A R~ssian pamphlet h_as been published 
contammg the dec1s1ons of mternabonal •Congresses m which the word 
"11elf-determination" is wrongly translated as "autonomy". 
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that took place in the socialist press prior to the London 
Congress. 

Rosa Luxemburg is greatly mistaken, however, if she 
imagines that, in the sight of the class-conscious workers 
of Russia, she can get away with trampling upon the reso­
lution of the International on such an important funda­
mental issue, without even deigning to analyse it criti­
cally. 

Rosa Luxemburg's point of vi,ew was voiced during the 
discussions which took place prior to the London Con­
gress, mainly in the columns of Die Neue Zeit, organ of 
the German Marxists; in essence this point of view was 
defeated in the International! That is the crux of the mat­
ter, which the Russian reader must particularly bear in 
mind. 

The debate turned on the question of Poland's inde­
pendence. Three points of view were put forward: 

I. That of the "Fracy", in whose name Haecker spoke. 
They wanted the International to include in its own pro­
gramme a demand for the independence of Poland. The 
motion was not carried and this point of view was defeat­
ed in the International. 

2. Rosa Luxemburg's point of view, viz., the Polish 
socialists should not demand independence for Poland. 
This point of view entirely precluded the proclamation of 
the right of nations to self-determination. It wa~ likewise 
defeated in the International. ~ 

3. The point of view which was elaborated at th~time 
by K Kautsky, who opposed Rosa Luxemburg and proved 
that her materialism was extremely "one-sided"; accord­
ing to Kautsky, the International could not at the time 
make the independence of Poland a point in its pro­
gramme; but the Polish socialists were fully entitled to put 
forward such a demand. From the socialists' point of view 
it was undoubtedly a mistake to ignore the tasks of na­
tional liberation in a situation where national oppression 
existed. 

The International's resolution reproduces the most es­
sential and fundamental propositions in this point of 
view: on the one hand, the absolutely direct, unequivocal 
recognition of the full right of all nations to self-deter­
mination; on the other hand, the equally unambiguous .ap-
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peal to the workers for international unity in their class 
struggle. 

We think that this resolution is absolutely correct, and 
that, to the countries of Eastern Europe and Asia at the 
beginning of the twentieth century, it is this resolution, 
with both its parts being taken as an integral whole, that 
gives the only correct lead to the proletarian class policy 
in the national question. 

Let us deal with the three above-mentioned viewpoints 
in somewhat greater detail. 

As is known, Karl Marx and Frederick Engels consid­
ered it the bounden duty of the whole of West-European 
democracy, and still more of Social-Democracy, to give 
active support to the demand for Polish independence. 
For the period of the 1840s and 1860s, the period of the 
bourgeois revolutions in Austria and Germany, and the 
period of the "Peasant Reform" in Russia, 27 this point of 
view was quite correct and the only one that was con­
sistently democratic and proletarian. So long as the 
mass,es of the people in Russia and in most of the Slav 
countries were still sunk in torpor, so long as there were 
no independent, mass, democratic movements in those 
countries, the liberation movement of the gentry in Poland 
assumed an immens,e and paramount importance from the 
point of view, not only of Russian, not only of Slav, but 
of European democracy as a whole.* 

But while Marx's standpoint was quite correct for the 
forties, fifties and sixties or for the third quarter of the 
nineteenth century, it has ceased to be correct by the twen­
tieth century. Independent democratic movements, and 
even an independent proletarian movement, have arisen in 

* It would be a very interesting ,piece of historical research to 
compare the position of a noble Polish rebel in 1863 with that of the 
all-Russia revolutionary democr.at, Chernyshevsky, who (like Marx), 
was able to appreciate the importance of the Polish movement, and 
with that of the Ukrainian 1petty bourgeois Dragomanov, who ,appeared 
much later and expressed the views of a peasant, so ignorant and 
sluggish, and so attached to his dung heap, that his legitimate hatred 
o.f the Polish gentry blinded him to the significance which their strug­
gle had for all-Russia democracy. (Cf. Dragomanov, Historical Poland 
and Great-Russian Democracy.) Dragomanov richly deserved the fer­
vent kisses which were subsequently bestowed on him by Mr. P. B. 
Struve, who by that time had become a national-liberal. 
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most Slav countries, even in Russia, one of the most back­
ward Slav countries. Aristocratic Poland has disappeared, 
yielding place to capitalist Poland. Under such circum­
stances Poland could not but Jose her exceptional revolu­
tionary importance. 

The attempt of the P.S.P. (the Polish Socialist Party, 
the present-day "Fracy") in 1896 to "establish" for all 
time the point of view Marx had held in a different epoch 
was an attempt to use the letter of Marxism against the 
spirit of Marxism. The Polish Social-Democrats were there­
fore quite right in attacking the extreme nationalism of 
the Polish petty bourgeoisie and pointing out that the 
national question was of secondary importance to Polish 
workers, in creating for the first time a purely proletarian 
party in Poland and proclaiming the extremely important 
principle that the Polish and the Russian workers must 
maintain the closest alliance in their class struggle. 

But did this mean that at the beginning of the twen­
tieth century the International could regard the principle 
of political self-determination of nations, or the right to 
secede, as unnecessary to Eastern Europe and Asia? This 
would have been the height of absurdity, and (theoreti­
cally) tantamount to adrr.iitting th.at the bourge~-demo­
cratic reform of the Turkish, Russian and Chinese'States 
had been consummated; indeed it would have been tan­
tamount (in practice) to opportunism towards absolutism. 

No. At a time when bourgeois-democratic revolutions 
in Eastern Europe and Asia have begun, in this period of 
the awakening and intensification of national movements 
and of the formation of independent proletarian parties, 
the task of these parties with regard to national policy 
must be twofold: recognition of the right of all nations to 
self-determination, since bourgeois-democratic reform is 
not yet completed and since working-class democracy 
consistently, seriously and sincerely (and not in a liberal, 
K.okoshkin fashion) fights for equal rights for nations; then, 
a close, unbreakable alliance in the class struggle of the 
proletarians of all nations in a given state, throughout all 
the changes in its history, irrespective of any reshaping 
of the frontiers of the individual states by the bourgeoisie. 

It is this twofold task of the proletariat that the 1896 
resolution of the International formulates. That is the sub-
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stance, the underlying principle, of the resolution adopted 
by the Conference of Russian Marxists held in the sum­
mer of 1913. 28 Some people profess to see a "contradic­
tion" in the fact that while point 4 of this resolution, which 
recognises the right to self-determination and secession, 
seems to "concede" the maximum to nationalism (in real­
ity, the recognition of the right of all nations to self-deter­
mination implies the maximum of democracy and the 
minimum of nationalism), point 5 warns the workers 
against the nationalist slogans of the bourgeoisie of any 
nation and demands the unity and amalgamation of the 
workers of all nations in internationally united proletar­
ian organisations. But this is a "contradiction" only for 
extremely shallow minds, which, for instance, cannot 
grasp why the unity and class solidarity of the Swedish 
and the Norwegian proletariat gained when the Swedish 
workers upheld Norway's freedom to secede and form an 
independent state. 

8. The Utopian Karl Marx and the Practical Rosa Luxemburg 

Calling Polish independence a "utopia" and repeating 
this ad nauseam, Rosa Luxemburg exclaims ironically: 
Why not raise the demand for the independence of Ire­
land? 

The "practical" Rosa Luxemburg evidently does not 
know what Karl Marx's attitude to the question of Irish 
independence was. It is worth while dwelling upon this, 
so as to show how a concrete demand for national inde­
pendence was analysed from a genuinely Marxist, not 
opportunist, standpoint. 

It was Marx's custom to "sound out" his socialist 
acquaintances, as he expressed it, to test their intelligence 
and the strength of their convictions. 29 After making the 
acquaintance of Lopatin, Marx wrote to Engels on July 5, 
1870, expressing a highly flattering opinion of the young 
Russian socialist but adding at the same time: 

"Poland is his weak point. On this point he speaks 
quite like an Englishman-say, an English Chartist of 
the old school-about Ireland." 

Marx questions a socialist belonging to an oppressor 
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nation about his attitude to the oppressed nation and at 
once reveals a defect common to the socialists of the domin­
ant nations (the English and the Russian): failure to 
understand their socialist duties towards the downtrodden 
nations, their echoing of the prejudices acquired from 
the bourgeoisie of the "dominant nation". 

Before passing on to Marx's positive declarations on 
Ireland, we must point out that in general the attitude of 
M~~x and Engels to the national question was strictly 
cnhcal, and that they recognised its historically condi­
tioned importance. Thus, ~ngels wrote to Marx on May 23, 
1851, that the study of history was leading him to pessi­
mistic conclusions in regard to Poland, that the impor­
tance ~f P?land ~as temporary-only until the agrarian 
revolut10n m Russia. The role of the Poles in history was 
on~ of "bold (hotheaded) foolishness". "And one cannot 
pomt to a single instance in which Poland has successful­
ly represented progress, even in relation to Russia or 
done .anything at all of historical importance." R~ssia 
contams. ~ore of ~,ivilisation, education, industry and the 
bourgeo1s1e than the Poland of the indolent gentry" 
"What are Warsaw and Cracow compared to St. Peters~ 
burg, Moscow, Odessa!" Engels had no faith in the 
success of the Polish gentry's insurrections. 

~ut all these thoughts, showing the deep insight of 
gern~s, by no ~eans prevented Engels and Marx from 
treatmg- the Pohsh movement with the most profound and 
ardent sympathy twelve years later, when Russia was still 
dormant and Poland was seething. 

When drafting the Address of the International in 
1864, Marx wrote to Engels (on November 4, 1864) that 
he had to combat Mazzini's nationalism, and went on to 
say: "Inasmuch as international politics occurred in the 
Address, I' spo~e of countries, not of nationalities, and 
denounced Russia, not the minores gentium." Marx had no 
d.oubt as to the subo:dinate position of the national ques­
tion as _compared with the "labour question". But his 
theory ts as far from ignoring national movements as 
heaven is from earth. 

Then came 1866. Marx wrote to Engels about the 
".Proudhonist clique" in Paris which "declares nationali­
ties to be an absurdity, attacks Bismarck and Garibaldi. 

46 

As polemics against chauvinism their doings are useful 
and explicable. But as believers in Proudhon (Laifargue 
and Longuet, two very good friends of mine here, also 
belong to them), who think all Europe must and will sit 
quietly on their hind quarters until the gentlemen in 
France abolish poverty and ignorance-they arc 
grotesque." (Letter of June 7, 1866.) 

"Yesterday," Marx wrote on June 20, 1866, "there was 
a discussion in the International Council on the present 
war .... The discussion wound up, as was to be foreseen, 
with 'the question of nationality' in general and the atti­
tude we take towards it. ... The representatives of 'Young 
France' (non-workers) came out with the announcement 
that all nationalities and even nations were 'antiquated 
prejudices'. Proudhonised Stirnerism .... The whole world 
waits until the French are ripe for a social revolution .... 
The English laughed very much when I began my speech 
by saying that our friend Lafargue and others, who had 
done away with nationalities, had spoken 'French' to us, 
i.e., a language which nine-tenths of the audience did not 
understand. I also suggested that by the negation of 
nationalities he appeared, quite unconsciously, to under­
stand their absorption by the model French nation." 

The conclusion that follows from all these critical re­
marks of Marx's is clear: the working class should be the 
last to make a fetish of the national question, since the de­
velopment of capitalism does not necessarily awaken all 
nations to independent life. But to brush aside the mass 
national movements once they have started, and to refuse 
to support what is progressive in them means, in effect, 
pandering to nationalistic prejudices, that is, recognising 
"one's own nation" as a model nation (or, we would add, 
one possessing the exclusive privilege of forming a 
state).* 

But let us return to the question of Ireland. 
Marx's position on this question is most clearly ex­

pressed in the following extracts from his letters: 

*Cf. also Marx's letter to Engels of June 3, 1867: " ... I have learn­
ed with real pleasure from the Paris letters to The Times about 
the pro-Polish exclamations of the Parisians against Russia .... Mr. 
Proudhon and his little doctrinaire clique are not the French people." 
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"I have done tny best to bring about this demonstra· 
tion of the English workers in favour of Fenianism .... 30 

I used to think the separation of Ireland from England 
impossible. I now think it inevitable, although after the 
separation there may come federation." This is what Marx 
wrote to Engels on November 2, 1867. 

In his leHer of November 30 of the same year he 
added: 

" ... what shall we advise the English workers? In my 
opinion they must make the Repeal of the Union {Ire­
land with England, i.e., the separation of Ireland from 
England] (in short, the affair of 1783, only democratised 
and adapted to the conditions of the time) an article of 
their pronunziamento. This is the only legal and therefore 
only possible form of Irish emancipation which can be 
admitted in the programme of ~n English party. Experi­
ence must show later whether a mere personal union can 
continue to subsist between the two CQuntries .... 

" ... What the Irish need is: · 
"1) Self-government and independence from England; 
"2) An agrarian revolution .... " . 
Marx attached great importance to the Irish question 

and delivered hour-and-a-half lectures on this subject at 
the German Workers' Union (letter of December 17, 1867). 

In a letter dated November 20, 1868, Engels spoke of 
"the hatred towards the Irish found among the English 
workers", and almost a year later (October 24, 1869), 
returning to this subject, he wrote: · 

"Il n'y a qu'un pas [it is only one step] from Ireland to 
Russia. . . . Irish history shows what a misfortune it is 
for one nation to have subjugated another. All the abomi­
nations of the English have their origin in the Irish Pale. 
I have still to plough my way through the Cromwellian 
period, but this much seems certain to me, that things 
would have taken another turn in England, too, but for the 
necessity of military rule in Ireland and the creation of a 
new aristocracy there." 

Let us note, in passing, Marx's letter to Engels of 
August 18, 1869: 

"The Polish workers in Posen have brought a strike to 
a victorious end with the help of their colleagues in Ber­
lin. This struggle against Monsieur le Capital-even in 
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the lower form of the strike-is a more serious way of get­
ting rid of national prejudices than peace declamations 
from the lips of bourgeois gentlemen." 

The policy on the Irish question pursued by Marx in 
the International may be seen from the followmg: 

On November 18, 1869, Marx wrote to Engels tha.t he 
had spoken for an hour and a. quarter at t~e Councll of 
the International on the question of the attitude of the 
British Ministry to the Irish Amnesty, and had proposed 
the following resolution: 

"Resolved, 
"that in his reply to the Irish demands for th~ release 

of the imprisoned Irish patriots Mr. Gladstone deliberately 
insults the Irish nation; 

"that he clogs political amnesty with conditions alike 
degrading to the victims of misgovernment and the peo-
ple they belong to; . . .. 

"that having, in the teeth of his responsible pos1~10n, 
publicly and enthusiastically cheered on the Amencan 
slaveholders' rebellion, he now steps in to preach to the 
Irish people the doctrine of passive obedience; . 

"that his whole proceedings with ref er~nce to th~ In sh 
Amnesty question are the true and genume offspn_ng of 
that 'policy of conquest', by the fiery denunciat10n of 
which Mr. Gladstone ousted his Tory rivals from office; 

"that the General Council of the International Work­
ingmen's Association express their admir~tion of !he 
spirited, firm and high-souled manner in which the Insh 
people carry on their Amnesty movement; 

"that this resolution be communicated to all branches 
of and workingmen's bodies connected with, the Interna­
ti~nal Workingmen's Association in Europe and America." 

On December 10, 1869, Marx wrote that his paper on 
the Irish question to be read at the Council of the Interna­
tional would be couched as follows: 

"Quite apart from all phrases about 'international' and 
'humane' justice for Ireland-which are taken for granted 
in the Internationl Council-it is in the direct and abso­
lute interest of the English working class to get rid of their 
present connexion with Ireland. And this is my fullest con­
viction and for reasons which in part I can not tell the 
English workers themselves. For a long time I believed 
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that it would be possible to overthrow the Irish regime by 
English working-class ascendancy. I always expressed 
this point of view in the New York Tribune s1 [an Ameri­
can paper to which Marx contributed for a long time). 
Deeper study has now convinced me of the opposite. The 
English working class will never accomplish anything un­
til it has got rid of Ireland .... The English reaction in 
England had its roots in the subjugation of Ireland." 
(Marx's italics.) 

Marx's policy on the Irish question should now be 
quite clear to our readers. 

Marx, the "utopian", was so "unpractical" that he 
stood for the separation of Ireland, which half a century 
later has not yet been achleved. 

What gave rise to Marx's policy, and was it not mis­
taken? 

At first Marx thought that Ireland would not be liberat­
ed by the national movement of the oppressed nation, 
but by the working-class movement of the oppressor na­
tion. Marx did not make an Absolute of the national move­
ment, knowing, as he did, that only the victory of the 
working class can bring about the complete liberation of 
all nationalities. It is impossible to estimate beforehand 
all the possible relations between the bourgeois libera­
tion movements of the oppressed nations and the pro­
letarian emancipation movement of the oppressor nation 
(the very problem which today makes the national ques­
tion in Russia so difficult). 

However, it so happened that the English working 
class fell under the influence of the Liberals for a fairly 
long time, became an appendage to the Liberals, and by 
adopting a liberal-labour policy left itself leaderless. The 
bourgeois liberation movement in Ireland grew stronger 
and assumed revolutionary forms. Marx reconsidered his 
view and corrected it. "What a misfortune it is for a nation 
to have subjugated another." The English working class 
will never be free until Ireland is freed from the English 
yoke. Reaction in England is strengthened and fostered by 
the enslavement of Ireland (just as reaction in Russia is 
fostered by her enslavement of a number of nations!). 

And, in proposing in the International a resolution of 
sympathy with "the Irish nation", "the Irish people" (the 
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clever L. VI. would probably have berated poor Marx for 
forgetting about the class strug~le!), ~arx advocated the 
separation of Ireland from Engl~nd,', although after the 
separation there may come. f ederahon . , 

What were the theoretical grounds for Marx s conclu­
sion? In England the bourgeois revolution had been con­
summated long ago. But it had not yet been consummated 
in Ireland; it is being consummated only now, after !he 
lapse of half a century, by the reforms of. the English 
Liberals. If capitalism had been overthrown m England as 
quickly as Marx had at first expected,. there would have 
been no room for a bourgeois-den:ocra!ic and g.eneral na­
tional movement in Ireland. But smce i! ha? ar.isen, Marx 
advised the English workers to sup~ort it, .give it a revol~­
tionary impetus and see it throu~h m the mterests of their 
own liberty. · h 

The economic ties between Ireland and En~l~nd m t e 
1860s were, of course, even closer than ~ussia s pre~en,~ 
ties with Poland, the Ukraine, etc. The unprach~ahty 
and "impracticability" of the separation of Irela,nd. (if only 
owing to geographical conditior:s and Englan? s ni:im~nse 
colonial power) were quite oby10us: ~hough, m prmciple, 
an enemy of federalism, Marx m t~is mstance gran!ed ~he 
possibility of federation, as well,* if 01:ity the emancipah?n 
of Ireland was achieved in a revolutionary, not reformist 
way through a movement of the mass of the people of 
Irel~nd supported by the working class of Englan?. T~ere 

be no doubt that only such a solution of the h1stoncal 
~~~blem would have been in the ~est in.terests of the prole­
tariat and most conducive to rapid social progress. 

* h wa it is not difficult to see why, from a Social-D~mo­
r Byo~n{ of ~iew the right to "self-.deterrnination" means neither ?a IC l nor auto~orny (although, speaking in the abstract, both 

e era 
10g the category of "self-determination"). The right to federa­

f·ome. un :er ply meaningless since federation implies a bilateral con­
tton t 

1 ~t sgl~es without saying that Marxists cannot include the defence 
rac · . . I in their programme. As far as autonomy 

of federalism m ~enera f d not the "right" to autonomy, but auton-
is co7~;;I;e~s~a~~~!~afeu~?v~rsal principle of a d.emocratic state ;.it~ 
orny. d ~ational composition, and a great v~r!ety of geo!F.ap icaf 
a m1xe . . C uently the recognition of the nght o· 
and other condition~; . onseq d ' th t .f th " ight of nations to 
nations to autonomy 1s as absur as a o e r 
federation". 
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Things turned out differently. Both the Irish people and 
the Eng!Jsh proletariat proved weak. Only now, through 
the sordid deals between the English Liberals and the 
Irish bourgeoisie, is the Irish problem being solved (the 
example of Ulster shows with what difficulty) through the 
land reform (with compensation) and Home Rule (not yet 
introduced). Well then? Does it follow that Marx and En­
gels were "utopians", that they put forward "impractica­
ble" national demands, or that they allowed themselves 
to be influenced by the Irish petty-bourgeois nationalists 
(for there is no doubt about the petty-bourgeois nature of 
the Fenian movement), etc.? 

No. In the Irish-qttestion, too, Marx and Engels pur­
sued a consistently proletarian policy, which really educa­
ted the masses in a spirit of democracy and socialism. 
Only such a policy could have saved both Ireland and 
England half a century of delay in introducing the neces­
sary reforms, and prevented these reforms from being 
mutilated by the Liberals to please the reactionaries. 

The policy of· Marx and Engels on the Irish question 
serves as a splendid example of the attitude the proletari­
at of the oppressor nations should adopt towards national 
movements, an example which has rust none of its im­
mense practical importance. It serves as a warning against 
that "servile haste" with which the philistines of all coun­
tries, colours and languages hurry to label as "utopian" 
the idea of altering the frontiers of states that were estab­
lished by the violence and privileges of the landlords and 
bourgeoisie of one nation. 

If the Irish and English proletariat had not accepted 
Marx's policy and had not made the secession of Ireland 
their slogan, this would have been the worst sort of op­
portunism, a neglect of their duties as democrats and 
socialists, and a concession to English reaction and the 
English bourgeoisie. 

9. The 1903 Programme and Its Liquidators 

The Minutes of the 1903 Congress, at which the Pro­
gramme of the Russian Marxists 32 was adopted, have 
become a great rarity, and the vast majority of the active 
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members of the working-class movement today are unac­
quainted with the motives und~rlying the va_rious ~oints 
(the more so since not all_ the htera~ure relatmg to 1t en· 
joys the blessings of legality ... ) . It 1s therefore necessary 
to analyse the debate that took place at the 1903 Congress 
on the question under discussion. 

Let us state first of all that however ,i;n~agre the ~us­
sian Social-Democratic literature on the nght of nations 
to self-determination" may be, it nevertheless shows clear­
ly that this right has always been underst?od to mean 
the right to secession. 1:he Semkovskys, L1e~m~ns a~~ 
Yurkeviches who doubt this and declare that §9 is vague , 
etc., do so only because of their sheer ignoranc~ or care­
lessness. As far back as 1902, Plekhanov, m Zarya, 
defended "the right to self-determination". in the dr~ft pro­
gramme, and wrote that this dem~nd'. while not obhgat?ry 
upon bourgeois democrats, was obligatory upon Social­
Democrats". "If we were to forget it or hesitate to adv_ance 
it," Plekhanov wrote, "for fear of offending the naho~al 
prejudices of our fell ow-countrymen of Gre~t-Rus~ia~ 
nationality the call... 'workers of all countries, umtel 
would be a'shameful lie on our lips .... "33 

This is a very apt description of the fl~ndam:ental argu­
ment in favour of the point under cons1derahon; so. ~pt 
that it is not surprising that the "anything_a~ian". cnhcs 
of our programme have been timidly avo1dmg ~t. T~e 
abandonment of this point, no matter for what i:notive~, is 
actually a "shameful" concession to Great-Russian ~ahon­
alism. But why Great-Russian, when _it i~ a question ~f 
the right of all nations to self-determt~ahon? B~cause it 
refers to secession from the Great Russians. The 1r:terests 
of the unity of the proletarians, the intc;ests of the1.r class 
solidarity call for recognition of th.e nght of nations to 
secede-that is what Plekhanov admitted twelve years _ago 
in the words quoted above. Had our opportumsts given 
thought to this they would probably not have talked so 
much nonsense about self-determination. 

At the 1903 Congress, which adopted the draft pro­
gramme that Plekhanov adv~ca.ted, the main work was d~ne 
by the Programme Commission. Unfortunately no Mm­
utes of its proceedings were k~pt; !hey wo~ld have been 
particularly interesting on this pomt, for 1t was only in 
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the Commission that the representatives of the Poiish 
Social-Democrats, Warszawski and Hanecki, tried to de­
fend .their views and to dispute "recognition of the right 
to self-determination". Any reader who goes to the trouble 
of compari~g their arguments (set forth in the speech by 
Warszawski and the _statement by him and Hanecki, 
P~· 134-36 an~ 388-90 of the Congress Minutes) 
with those which Rosa Luxemburg advanced in her 
Polish article, which we have analysed will find them 
identical. ' 

How were these arguments treated by the Programme 
Commission of the Second Congress, where Plekhanov, 
~ore than anyone else, spoke against the Polish Marx­
ists? ~hey were merni.lessly ridiculed! The absurdity of 
proposmg to the Marxists of Russia that they should re­
ject the recognition of the right of nations to self-determi­
nat~on was ?emo~strated so plainly and clearly that the 
Polish Marxists dtd not even venture to repeat their argu­
ments at the plena:y meeting of the Congress! They left 
the Congress, convmced of the hopelessness of their case 
at the supreme assembly of Marxists-Great-Russian 
Jewish, Georgian, and Armenian. ' 
. Needless to say, this historic episode is of very great 
importance to everyone seriously interested in his own 
programme. The fact that the Polish Marxists' arguments 
were completely defeated at the Programme Commission 
of the Congress, and t~at ~he Polish Marxists gave up the 
attempt to defend their views at the plenary meeting of 
the Congress is very significant. No wonder Rosa Luxem­
burg maintained a "modest" silence about it in her article 
in 1908-the recollection of the Congress must have been 
~oo unpleasant! She also kept quiet about the ridiculously 
mept proposal made by W arszawski and Hanecki in 1903 
on behalf of all Polish Marxists, to "amend" §9 of th~ 
Programme, a proposal which neither Rosa Luxemburg 
nor the other Polish Social-Democrats have ventured (or 
will ever venture) to repeat. 

But althou~h Rosa Luxemburg, concealing her def eat 
in 1903, has maintained silence over these facts those who 
tak~ an i_nterest in the history of their Party \\;ill make it 
t~eir. business to ascertain them and give thought to their 
sigmficance. 
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On leaving the 1903 Congress, Rosa Luxemburg1s 
friends submitted the following statement: 

"We propose that Clause .7 [now Clause. 9] of the draft programme 
read as follows: §7. Institutions guaranteeing full freedom of cultural 
development to all nations incorporated in the state." (P. 390 of the 
Minutes.) 

Thus, the Polish Marxists at that time put forward 
views on the national question that were so vague that 
instead of self-determination they practically proposed the 
notorious "cultural-national autonomy", only under an-
other name. · 

This sounds almpst incredible, but unfortunately it is 
a fact. At the Congress its~lf, attended though ~t was .by 
five Bundists with five y,ofes and three Caucasians with 
six votes, without counting Kostrov's consultative voice, 
not a single vote was cast for the rejection of the clause 
about self-determination. Three votes were cast for the 
proposal to add "cultural-national autonomy" to this clause 
(in favour of Goldblat_t's formula.: "the establishment of 
institutions guaranteemg the nat10ns full freedom of cul­
tural development") and four votes for Lieber's formula 
("the right of nations to fr>eedom in their cultural develop-
ment"). . . 

Now that a Russian liberal party-the Conshtuhonal­
Democratic Party-has appeared on the scene, we know 
that in its programme the political self-determination of 
nations has been replaced by "cultural self-determina­
tion". Rosa Luxemburg's Polish friends, therefor~, ~ere 
"combating" the nationalism of the P.S.P., and did it so 
successfully that they proposed the substitution of a libe­
ral pro~ramme for the Marxist programme! And in the 
same breath they accused our prowamme of bei_ng opp?r­
tunist· no wonder this accusat10n was received with 
laughter by the Programme Commission of the Second 
Congress! 

How was "self-determination" understood by the dele­
gates to the Second Congress, of whom, as we have seen, 
not one was opposed to "self-determination of nations"? 

The following three extracts from the Minutes provide 
the answer: 

"Martynov is of the opinion that the term 'self ~dete:­
mination' should not be given a broad interpretation; it 
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merely means the right of a nation to establish itself as a 
separate polity, not regional self-government" (p. 171). 
Martynov was a member of the Programme Commission, 
in which the arguments of Rosa Luxemburg's friends were 
repudiated and ridiculed. Martynov was then an Econo­
mist 34 in his views, and a violent opponent of Iskra 35 ; had 
he expressed an opinion that was not shared by the major­
ity of the Programme Commission he would certamly 
have been repudiated. 

Bundist Goldblatt was the first to speak when the Con­
gress, after the Commission had finished its work, dis­
cussed § 8 (the present Clause 9) of the Programme. 

He said: · 

"No objections can be raised to the 'right to self-determination'. 
When a nation is fighting for independence, that should not be op­
posed. If Poland refuses to enter into lawful marriage with Russia, she 
should not be interfered with, as Plekhanov put it. I agree with this 
opinion within these limits" (pp. 175-76). 

Plekhanov had not spoken on this subject at all. at the 
plenary meetinfi of the Congress. Goldblatt was referring 
to what Plekhanov had said at the Programme Commis­
sion, where the "right to self-determination" had been ex­
plained in a simple yet detailed manner to mean the right 
to secession. Lieber, who spoke after Goldblatt, remarked: 

"Of course, if any nationality finds that it cannot live within the 
frontiers of Russia, the Party will not place any obstacles in its 
way" (p. 176). 

The reader will see that at the Second Congress of the 
Party, which adopted the programme, it was unanimously 
understood that self-determination meant "only" the right 
to secession. Even the Bundists grasped this truth at the 
time, and it is only in our own deplorable times of contin­
ued counter-revolution and all sorts of "apostasy" that 
we can find people who, bold in their ignorance, declare 
that the programme is "vague". But before devoting time 
to these sorry would be Social-Democrats, let us first finish 
with the attitude of the Poles to the programme. 

They came to the Second Congress ( 1903) declaring 
that unity was necessary and imperative. But they left the 
Congress after their "reverses" in the Programme Com­
mission, and their Last word was a written statement, 
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printed in the Minutes of the CoD:gress, containin~ the 
above-mentioned proposal to substitute cultural-nat10nal 
autonomy for self-determination. . . . 

In 1906 the Polish Marxists JOmed the Party; neither 
upon joining nor afterwards (at the Congress of 1907, the 
conferences of 1907 and 1908, or the plenum of 1910) did 
they introduce a single proposal to amend §9 of the Rus­
sian Programme! 

That is a fact. 
And, despite all utterances and as,sura_nces, this fact 

definitely proves that Rosa Luxemburg s fnends regarded 
the question as having been settled by the debate at the 
Programme Commission of the Second Congress, as ~ell 
as by the decision of that Congress, and ~hat t?~Y. tacitly 
acknowledged their mistake and corrected it by Joii:img the 
Party in 1906, after they had left the C~ngress m I ~03, 
without a single attempt to raise the quest10n of amending 
§9 of the Programme through Party channels. . 

Rosa Luxemburg's article appeared over her signature 
in 1908-of course, it never entered anyone's head to deny 
Party publicists the right to criticise the P'.ogramme.­
and since the writing of this article, not a single official 
body of the Polish Marxists has raised the question of 
revising § 9. 

Trotsky was therefore rendering a great disservice to 
certain admirers of Rosa Luxemburg when he wrote, on 
behalf of the editors of Borba,36 in issue No. 2 of that pub­
lication (March 1914): 

"The Polish Marxists consider that 'the right to national self-deter­
mination' is entirely devoid of political content and should be deleted 
from the programme" (p. 25). 

The obliging Trotsky is more dangerous than an ene­
my! Trotsky could produce no proof, except "private con­
versations" (i.e., simply gossip, on which Trotsky always 
subsists), for classifying "Polish Marxists" in general as 
supporters of every article by Rosa Luxemburg. Tr?tsky 
presented the "Polish Marxists" as people devoid ?f 
honour and conscience, incapable of respecting even their 
own convictions and the programme of their Party. How 
obliging Trotsky isl 

When, in 1903, the representatives of the Polish. Marx­
ists walked out of the Second Congress over the nght to 
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self-determination, Trotsky could have said at the time 
that they regarded this ri&!"ht as devoid of content and sub­
ject to deletion from the programme. 

But after that th~ Polish Marxists joined the Party 
whose programme this was, and they have never intro­
duced a motion to amend it.* 

Why did Trotsky withhold these facts from the readers 
of his Journ~I? Only because it pays him to speculate on 
fomentmg differences between the Polish and the Russian 
opponents of liquidationism and to deceive the Russian 
workers on the question of the programme. 

Trotsky h~s never ye~ held a firm opinion on any im­
P?rtant question of Marxism. He always contrives to worm 
his way mto the cracks of any given difference of opinion 
an~ d~sert one side for the other. At the present moment 
he is m the company of the Bundists and the liquidators. 
And these gentlemen do not stand on ceremony where the 
Party is concerned. 

Listen to the Bundist Liebman: 
'_'When, fifteen. years ago," this gentleman writes, "the Russian 

Social-Democrats mcluded the point about the right of every nation­
a!1ty to 'self-determin~tion' _in their programme, everyone [!] asked 
himself: Wha~ does this_ fash10nable (!] term really mean? No answer 
was forthcommg [!]. This word was left [!] wrapped in mist. And in­
deed, at the time, it was difficult to dispel that mist. The moment had 
not come when this point could be made concrete-it was said-so let 
it remain wrapped in mist [!] for the time being and practice will 
show what content should be put into it." 

Isn't it magnificent, the way this "ragamuffin" mocks 
at the Party programme? 

And why does he mock at it? 
Because he is an absolute ignoramus, who has never 

learnt anything or even read any Party history, but mere­
ly happened to la~d in li_quidationist circles where going 
about m the nude 1s considered the "right" thing to do as 

* We are informed that the Polish Marxists attended the Summer 
Co_nference _of the Russian Marxists in 1913 with only a consultative 
v_o1ce and d1~ not V?te at al\ ?n the right to self-,determination (seces­
s10n), declarmg their oppos1t10n to this right in general. Of course 
th~y ha~ a perfect ri&"ht to ad _the way th_ey_ did, and, as hitherto, t~ 
a~1tate m Poland agamst secess10n. But this 1s not quite what Trotsky 
~.aid; for the Polish Marxists did not demand the "deletion" of § g 
from the programme". 
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far as knowledge of the Party and everythin2" it stands 
for is concerned. 

Pomyalovsky's seminary student boasts of having 
"spat into a barrel of sauerkraut".37 The Bundist gentle­
men have gone one better. They let the Liebmans loose 
to spit publicly into their own barrel. What do the Lieb­
mans care about the fact that the International Congress 
had passed a decision, that at the Congress of their own 
Party two representatives of their own Bund proved that 
they were quite able (and what "severe" critics and deter­
mined enemies of Iskra they were!) to understand the 
meaning of "self-determination" and were even in agree­
ment with it? And will it not be easier to liquidate the 
Party if the "Party publicists" (no jokes, please!) treat its 
history and programme after the fashion of the seminary 
student? 

Here is a second "ragamuffin'', Mr. Yurkevich of 
Dzvin.38 Mr. Yurkevich must have had the Minutes of the 
Second Congress before him, because he quotes Plekha­
nov, as repeated by Goldblatt, and shows that he is aware 
of the fact that self-determination can only mean the right 
to secession. This, however, does not prevent him from 
spreading slander about the Russian Marxists among the 
Ukrainian petty bourgeoisie, alleging that they stand for 
the "state integrity" of Russia. (No. 7-8, 1913, p. 83, etc.) 
Of course, the Yurkeviches could not have invented a better 
method than such slander to alienate the Ukrainian demo­
crats from the Great-Russian democrats. And such aliena­
tion is in line with the entire policy of the group of Dzvin 
publicists who advocate the separation of the Ukrainian 
workers in a special national organisation!* 

It is quite appropriate, of course, that a group of natio­
nalist philistines, who are engaged in splitting the ranks 
of the proletariat-and objectively this is the role of Dzvin 
-should disseminate such hopeless confusion on the na­
tional question. Needless to say, the Yurkeviches and Lieb­
muns, who arc "terribly" offended when they are called 
"near-Party men", do not say a word, not a single word, 

* See ,particularly Mr. Yurkevich's pref.ace to Mr. Levinsky's )J~ok 
(written in Ukrainian) Outline of the Development of the Ukrainian 
Working-Class Movement in Galicia, Kiev, 1914. 
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a~ to how ti1ey wouid like the problem of the right to se­
cc Je to be S('ttled in the programme. 

But here is the third and principal "ragamuffin", 
Mr. Semkovsky, who, addressing a Great-Russian audi­
ence through the columns of a liquidationist newspaper, 
lashes at § 9 of the Programme and at the same time de­
clares that ''for certain reasons he does not approve of the 
proposal" to delete this clause! 

This is incredible, but it is a fact. 
In August 1912, the liquidators' conference raised the 

n.atiorl~I 9uestion officially. For eighteen months not a 
smgle \arh~le has appeared on the question of §9, except 
the one written by Mr. Semkovsky. And in this article the 
author \ef.udiates !he progr~m~e, '.'without approving", 
however, for certain re~sons (1s this a secrecy disease?) 
the proposal to amend 1tl We may be sure that it would 
be difficult ~o find anywhere in the world similar examples 
of opportumsm, or even worse-renunciation of the Party 
and a desire to liquidate it.. ' 

A single example will suffice to show what Semkov­
sky's arguments are like: 

"W~at are :ve to. do," he writes, "if the Polish proletariat wants to 
fight side by side with the proletariat of all Russia within the frame­
work of a single state, while the reactionary classes of Polish society, 
on .th~ contrary, '"'.ant to separate Poland from Russia and obtain a 
ma10.nty of yotes m favour. of secL~sion by referendum? Should we, 
R~ssian Soc1~l-Democrats, m .the ccntr~l parliament, vote together 
with our ~ohsh comrades against secess10n, or-in order not to vio­
late the 'nght to self-determination'-vote for secession?" (Novaya 
Rabochaya Gazeta 39 No. 71.) 

From this it is evident that Mr. Semkovsky does not 
even understand the point at issue! It did not occur to him 
that the right to secession presupposes the settlement of 
the quest~on by .a parliament (Diet, referendum, etc.) of 
the seceding reg10n, not by a central parliament. 

The c,~il?ish perplexity over the question "What are 
~e to do , 1f under democracy the majority are for reac­
tion, serves to screen the real and live issue when both 
~he Purishkev~ches .an.d the K:okoshkins consider the very 
idea ?f secess10n cnmmal! Perhaps the proletarians of all 
Russia ought not to fight the Purishkeviches and the K:o­
koshkins today, but should by-pass them and fight the 
reactionary classes of Poland! 
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Such is the sheer rubbish published in the liquidators' 
organ of which Mr. L. Martov is one of the ideological 
leaders, the self same L. Martov who drafted the programme 
and spoke . in favour of its adoption in 1903, and even 
subsequently wrote in favour of the right to secede. Ap­
parently L. Martov is now arguing according to the rule: 

No clever man is needed there; 
Better send Read, 
And I ·shall wait and see.40 

He sends Read-Semkovsky along and a 1 'ows our pro­
gramme to be distorted and endlessly muddled up in a dai­
ly paper whose new readers are unacquai11 ted with it! 

Yes. Liquidationism has gone a long way-there are 
even very many prominent ex-Social-Democrats who have 
not a trace of Party spirit left in them. 

Rosa Luxemburg cannot, of course, be classed with 
the Liebmans, Yurkeviches and Semkovskys, but the fact 
that it was this kind of people who seized upon her error 
shows with particular clarity the opportunism she has 
lapsed into. 

10. Conclusion 

To sum up. 
As far as the theory of Marxism in general is concerned, 

the question of the right to . self-determ~nation pre­
sents no difficulty. No one can senously question t~e L?n­
don resolution of 1896, or the fact that self-determmabon 
implies only the right to sec~de, or that the f.ormation o! 
independent national states 1s the tendency m all bour­
geois-democratic revolutions. 

A difficulty is to some extent created by the fact that 
in Russia the proletariat of both the oppressed and oppres­
sor nations are fighting, and must fight, side by side. The 
task is to preserve the unity of the proletariat_'s class strug­
gle for socialism, and to resist all bourgeois and Black­
Hundred nationalist influences. Where the oppressed na­
tions are concerned, the separate organisation of the pro­
letariat as an independent party sometimes leads to such 
a bitter struggle against local nationalism that the per-

6t 



r spective becomes distorted and the nationalism of the op­
pressor nation is lost sight of. 

B~t this distor~i?n of perspective cannot last long. The 
expenence of the JOITit struggle waged by the proletarians 
of various nations has demonstrated all too clearly that 
we must formulate political issues from the all-Russia, 
:io! the "Crac.ow", ~oint of view. And in all-Russia politics 
1t 1s the Punshkev1ches and the Kokoshkins who are in 
the saddle. Their ideas predominate, and their persecution 
of non-Russians for "separatism", for thinking about se­
cession, is being preached and practised in the Duma in 
the schools, in the churches, in the barracks, and in hu

1

nd­
reds and thousands of newspapers. It is this Great-Rus­
sian nationalist poison that is polluting the entire all-Rus­
sia political atmosphere. This is the misfortune of one 
~ation, which, by subjugating other nations, is strengthen­
mg reaction throughout Russia. The memories of 1849 and 
1863 form. a living political tradition, which, unless great 
storm.s anse, threatens to hamper every democratic and 
especially every Social-Democratic movement for decades 
to come. 

~here can b~ no do~bt that however natural the point 
of view of certam Marxists belonging to the oppressed na­
tions (whose "misfortune" is sometimes that the masses of 
the population are blinded by the idea of their "own" na­
~ior:al lib~ration) may appear at times, in reality the ob­
jective ahgnment of class forces in Russia makes refusal 
to advocate the right to self-determination tantamount to 
the worst opportunism, to the infection of the proletariat 
w1th the ideas of the Kokoshkins. And these ideas are es­
senHally, the ideas and the policy of the Purishkevi~hes. 

Therefore, although Rosa Luxemburg's point of view 
could at first have been excused as being specifically Pol­
ish, "Cracow" narrow-mindedness,* it is inexcusable to-

* It is not difficult to understand that the recognition by the Marx­
i~ts of the wh~le of Russfa, and first and foremost by the Great Rus­
srnn.s, of the ~1ght of nah~ns to secede in no way precludes agitation 
agamst se~e?s10n by Ma~x1sts of a particular oppressed nation, just as 
the .recog1yt10n ~f the ng.ht to divorce does not preclude agitation 
agamst divorce m a particular case. We think, therefore that there 
will be an inevitable increase in the number of Polish M

1

arxists who 
laugh at the non-existent "contradiction" now being "encouraged" by 
Semkovsky and Trotsky. 
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day, when nationalism and, above all, governmental 
Great-Russian nationalism, has everywhere gained ground. 
and when policy is being shaped by this Great-Russian 
nationalism. In actual fact, it is being seized upon by the 
opportunists of all nations, who fight shy of the idea of 
"storms" and "leaps", beHeve that the bourgeois-democrat­
ic revolution is over, and follow in the wake of the liber­
alism of the Kokoshkins. 

Like any other nationalism, Great-Russian nationalism 
passes through various phases, according to the classes 
that are dominant in the bourgeois country at any given 
time. Up to 1905, we almost exclusively knew national­
reactionaries. After the revolution, national-liberals arose 
in our country. 

In our country this is virtually the stand adopted both 
by the Octobrists and by the Cadets (Kokoshkin), i.e., by 
the whole of the present-day bourgeoisie. 

Great-Russian national-democrats will inevitably ap­
pear later on. Mr. Peshekhonov, one of the founders of the 
"Popular Socialist" Party,41 already expressed this point 
of view (in the issue of Russkoye Bogatstvo 42 for August 
1906) when he called for caution in regard to the peas­
ants' nationalist prejudices. However much others may 
slander us Bolsheviks and accuse us of "idealising" the 
peasant, we always have made and always will make a 
clear distinction between peasant intelligence and peas­
ant prejudice, between peasant strivings for democracy 
and opposition to Purishkevich, and the peasant desire to 
make peace with the priest and the landlord. 

Even now, and probably for a fairly long time to come, 
proletarian democracy must reckon with the nationalism 
of the Great-Russian peasants (not with the object of 
making concessions to it, but in order to combat it).* The 

* It wcrnld be inter,.osting to trace the changes that take place in 
Polish nationalism, for example, in the process of its transformation 
from gentry nationalism into bourgeois nationalism, and then into 
peasant nationa)i<;m. In his book Des polnische Gemeinwesen im 
preussischen Staat (The Polish Community in the Prussian State; 
there is a Russian translation), Ludwig Rernhard, who shares the view 
of a German K Jkoshkin, describes a v?.ry typical phenomenon: the 
formation of a sort of "peasant republic" by the Poles in Germany in 
the form of 3 close alliance of the various co-operatives and other ,as­
sociations ol Polish peasants in their struggle for nationality, religion, 
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awakening of nationalism among the oppressed nations, 
which became so pronounced after 1905 (let us recall, say, 
the group of "Federalist-Autonomists" in the First Duma, 
the growth of the Ukrainian movement, of the Moslem 
movement, etc.), will inevitably lead to greater national­
ism among the Great-Russian petty bourgeoisie in town 
and countryside. The slower the democratisation of Russia, 
the more persistent, brutal and bitter will be the national 
persecution and bickering among the bourgeoisie of the 
various nations. The particularly reactionary nature of the 
Russian Purishkeviches will simultaneously give rise to 
(and strengthen) "separatist" tendencies among the va­
rious oppressed nationalities, which sometimes enjoy far 
greater freedom in neighbouring states. 

In this situation, the proletariat of Russia is faced with 
a twofold or, rather, a two-sided task: to combat national­
ism of every kind, above all, Great-Russian nationalism; 
to recognise, not only fully equal rights for all nations in 
general, but also equality of rights as regards polity, i.e., 
the right of nations to self-determination, to secession. 
And at the same time, it is their task, in the interests of a 
successful struggle against all and every kind of national­
ism among all nations, to preserve the unity of the prole­
tarian struggle and the proletarian organisations, amal­
gamating these organisations into a close-knit internation­
al association, despite bourgeois strivings for national 
exclusiveness. 

Complete equality of rights for all nations; the right of 
nations to self-determination; the unity of the workers of 
all nations-such is the national programme that Marx­
ism, the experience of the whole world, and the experience 
of Russia, teach the workers. 

This article had been set up when I received No. 3 of 
Nasha Rabochaya Gazeta, in which Mr. VI. Kossovsky 

and "Polish" land. German oppression has welded the Poles together 
and segregated them, after first awakening the nationalism of the 
gentry, then of the bourgeoisie, and finally of the peasant masses 
(especially after the campaign the Germans launched in 1873 against 
the use of the Polish language in schools). Things are moving in the 
same direction in Russia, and not only with regard to Poland. 
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writes the following about the recognition of the right of 
all nations to self-determination: 

"Taken mechanically from the resolution of the First Congress of 
the Party (1898), which in turn had borrowed it from the decisions 
of international socialist congresses, it was given, as is evident from 
the debate, the same meaning at the 1903 Congress as was ascribed 
to it by the Socialist International, i.e., political self-determination, the 
self-determination of nations in the field of political independence. 
Thus the formula: national self-determination, which implies the right 
to territorial separation, does not in any way affect the question of 
how national relations within a given state organism should be re­
gulated for nationalities that cannot or have no desire to leave the 
existing state." 

It is evident from .this that Mr. VI. Kossovsky has seen 
the Minutes of the Second Congress of 1903 and under­
stands perfectly well the real (and only) meaning of the 
term self-determination. Compare this with the fact that 
the editors of the Bund newspaper Zeit 43 let Mr. Liebman 
loosie to scoff at the programme and to declare ,that it is 
vague! Queer "party" ethics among these Bundists ... 
The Lord alone knows why Kossovsky should declare that 
the Congress took over the principle of self-determination 
mechanically. Some people want to "object", but how, 
why, and for what reason-they do not know. 

Written in February-May 1914 

Published in April-June 1914 
in the journal Prosveshcheniye 
Nos. 4, 5 and 6 
Signed V. llyin 
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Notes 

1 Prosveshcheniye (Enlightenment)-a legal theoretical monthly of 
the Bolsheviks, published in St. Petersburg from December 1911 to 
June 1914. 

I~ was founded on Lenin's initiative in place of the Moscow­
publ.1shed Myst (Thought), a Bolshevik journal closed down by the 
tsanst gover~ment. Lenm directed the work of Prosveshcheniye 
first from Pans and then from Cracow and Poronin. He edited arti­
cl~s ~nd kept up a regular correspondence with members of the 
ed1tonal board. The magazine published a number of his works 
~ncludin.g. The Three Sources and Three Component Parts of Marx~ 
1~m, Critical Remarks on the National Question, The Right of Na­
tions to Self-Determination and "Disruption of Unity Under Cover 
of Outcries for Unity''. 

On the eve of .the First World War Prosveshcheniye was closed 
down by the tsanst government. It resumed publication in the au­
~umn of .1?17:, but only one issue, a double one, appeared, contain­
mg Lenm s Can the Bolsheviks Retain State Power?" and "A 
Review of the Party Programme". 

p. 5 

' liquidators-adherents of liquidationism, a trend dominant among 
the Mensheviks (an opportunist wing in the R.S.D.L.P.) after the 

defeat of the 1905-07 Revolution. The liquidators demanded the 
liquidation of the proletariat's illegal revolutionary Party. They 
call:d upon .the workers to discontinue their revolutionary struggle 
a.gamst tsansm an~ soug:h~ to crea~e a legal opportunist organisa­
tion. engaged only m act.1v1ty. permitted by the tsarist government. 
Lenm and other Bolsheviks tirelessly exposed the liquidators, who 
had betrayed the cause of the revolution. The liquidators had no 
support among the masses. The Prague Conference of the 
R.S.D.L.P. (January 1912) expelkd the liquidators from the Party. 

p. 5 

1 Bundists-members of the Bund (the General Jewish Workers' 
Union of Lithuania, Poland and Russia) founded in 1897. It con­
sisted mainly of semi-proletarian elements in Russia's western re-

glans. t~e Sund conducted a nationalist and separatist poilcy ln 
the workmg-.cl~ss movem~nt of Russia. Following the victory of the 
October Socialist Revolution t~e B~nd .leade~s joined the bourgeois 
and landowner counter-revolutionanes m their fight against Soviet 
power. In March 1921 the Bund dissolved itself. 

p. 5 
4 A reference to the Programme of the Russian Social-Democratic 

Labour Party, adopted at the Second Party Congress in 1903. 
The London International Congress of 1896-the Fourth Con­

g:ress of th~ Second International which adopted a decision on the 
nght of nat10ns to self-determination. 

p. 6 

5 pie Neue Zei~ (New Times)-theoretical journal of the German So­
cial-Democratic Party, published in Stuttgart from 1883 to 1923· 
p_rior to October 1917 it was e?~ted by Karl Kautsky, then by Hein'. 
nch Cunow. Some of the wntmgs of the founders of Marxism 
wer~ first publish.ed in thi~ journal. ~ngels frequently made sug­
gest10ns to the editors of Die Neue Zeit and severely criticised them 
for departures from Marxism. 
. Beginning with the. late nineties, after the death of Engels, the 
iou.rnal regu~arly published articles by revisionists, including a 
senes of articles by E. Bernstein "Problems of Socialism" which 
launched a revisionist campaign against Marxism. During the First 
World War the journal took a centrist stand and supported the 
social-chauvinists. 

p. 7 

6 Nauchnaya Myst (Scientific Thought)-a journal of a Menshevik 
trend, published in Riga in 1908. 

p. 7 
7 ~ultural-nat_ional autonomy-an opportunist programme on the na­

tional question, proposed in the 1890s by the Austrian Social-Dem­
o.crats Otto. Bauer and Karl Renner. They did not recognise the 
nght o~ nat10ns t_o self-determination up to and including secession. 
Accord1~g to their programme, people of the same nationality, no 
matter m what part of a country they reside, form an autonomous 
national union under whose jurisdiction the state places all the 
schools (segregatio_n of schools according to nationality) and other 
branches of education and culture. The implementation of this pro­
gramme would have strengthened the influence of the Church and 
reactionary nationalist ideology within each national group. It 
~ould. have frustrated the process of organisation of the workers 
mtens1fying their division according to nationalities. In Russia the 
sloga~ of cultural-national autonomy was voiced by the liquidators, 
Bund1sts and Georgian Mensheviks. Lenin sharply criticised this 
slogan and pointed out that it was based on a thoroughly "bour­
~eois and false idea" aimed at "creating strong and durable bar­
ners between nations by means of a special state institution." 

p. 8 
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a Przeglad Socjaldemokratyczny (Social-Democratic Review)-a 

journal published by the Polish Social-Democrats, in close co-opera­
tion with Rosa Luxemburg, in Cracow from 1902 to 1904 and from 
11108 to 1910. 

p. 8 

9 Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow 1959, p. 765. 
p. 9 

10 Russkaya Mys! (Russian Thought)-a literary and political month­
ly, published in Moscow from 1880 to 1918. Prior to 1905 it be­
longed to liberal N arodniks, after the 1905 Revolution it became the 
organ of the Right wing of the Cadet Party and was edited by 
P. B. Struve. The journal preached nationalism and clericalism and 
came out in defence of landed estates. 

p. 15 

11 This refers to the Congress of the Austrain Social-Democratic Party 
held in Briinn (Austria) from September 24 to 29, 1899. The nation­
al question was the chief item on the agenda. Two resolutions ex­
pressing different points of view were submitted to the Congress: 
( l) the resolution of the Party's Central Committee supporting the 
idea of the territorial autonomy of nations, and (2) the resolution 
of the Committee of the South-Slav Social-Democratic Party sup­
porting the idea of extra-territorial-cultural autonomy. 

The Congress unanimously rejected the programme of cultural­
national autonomy, and adopted a compromise resolution recognis­
ing national autonomy within the boundaries of the Austrian state. 

p. 18 

12 The Black Hundreds-monarchist gangs set up by the tsarist police 
to fight the revolutionary movement. They murdered revolutiona­
ries, assaulted progressive intellectuals and staged anti-Jewish 
pogroms. 

p. 22 

13 This refers to the Council of the United Nobility-a counter-revo­
lutionary landowners' organisation founded in May 1906, which had 
a great influence on the policy pursued by the tsarist government. 

p. 25 

14 The coup d'etat of June 3 (16), 1907-a reactionary coup when the 
government dissolved the Second Duma and changed the law regu­
lating Duma elections. The new electoral law greatly increased the 
Duma representation of the landed proprietors and the commercial 
and industrial bourgeoisie and considerably reduced the already 
tiny number of peasant and worker representatives. Under this law, 
the greater part of the population of Asiatic Russia was disfran­
chised and the number of representatives from Poland and Caucasus 
was halved. The Third Duma, elected on the basis of this law and 
convened in November 1907, was mainly Black-Hundred and Cadet 
in composition. 
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June 3 coup ushered in the period of Stolypin reaction known 
as June Third regime. 

p. 26 

1s Octobrists (members of the Un_ion. of O~t~ber Seventeenth)-a 
counter-revolutionary party of big mdustnaltsts and landowl"!ers 
who farmed on capitalist lines; it was formed _after _the publica­
tion of the tsar's Manifesto of October 17, 1905, m which the tsar, 
terrified by the revolution, promised the people "civil liberties" and 
a constitution. The Octobrists gave full support to the foreign and 
domestic policy of the tsarist government. The Oc!obrist leaders· 
were a well-known industrialist A. Guchkov and a big landed pro­
prietor M. Rodzyanko. p. 26 

1s Progressists-a political group of the Russian liberal monar~hi~t 
bourgeoisie, which, during the elections to the Du!Ila and w1t~m 
the Duma, attempted to unite elements of the ~anous ~ourge?1~; 
landlord parties and groups under the flag of non-partisanship . 

In November 1912 the Progressists formed an independent _po­
litical party with the following programme: a moderate constitu­
tion with restricted electoral qualifications, petty reforms, a res­
ponsible Ministry, i.e., a ~overnment responsible. to t~e Duma, and 
suppressio!'I of the ~evolut10nary moveme~t. Lenm ,pomted out that 
in composition and ideology the Progress1sts were a cross between 
Octobrists and Cadets". After the victory of the Great October So­
cialist Revolution the Progressist Party waged an active struggle 
against the Soviet government. 

Cadets-members of the Constitutional-Democratic Party, the 
principal party of the liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie in Russia. It 
was formed in October 1905. To mislead the masses the Cadets 
called themselves the "party of people's freedom'', but actually 
they went no further than demanding a constitutional monarchy. 
During the First World War (1914-18) the Cadets actively supp~rt­
ed the tsarist government's aggressive foreign policy, and dunng 
the February 1917 bourgeois-democrat~c revolution !hey tr!e? to 
save the monarchy. Holding key posts m the bourgeois Prov1s10nal 
Government, the Cadets pursued an anti-popular and cou.nt~r­
revolutionary policy. After the victory of the _October ~oc1altst 
Revolution, the Cadets came out as avowed enemies. of Soviet rule, 
taking part in all armed counter-revolutionary actions and cam­
paigns of the interventionists. p. 26 

11 Rech (Speech)-a daily published in St. Petersburg from Febru­
ary 23 (March 8), 1906, as the central organ of the Cadet Party. 
The newspaper was closed down on October 26 _(November 8), 19~7, 
by the Revolutionary Military Committee o~ i1~e t'etrograd . Soviet 
Later (by August 1918) it resumed publication under different 
names. p. 26 
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r iS Pravda (The Truth)-a Bolshevik legal daily published in St. Peters­
burg from April 22 (May 5), 1912. It was founded on the initiative 
of St. Petersburg workers and was maintained by the funds col­
lected by the workers themselves. 

Lenin exercised ideological guidance over Pravda, wrote to it 
11lmost daily and gave instructions to its editorial board. He ~trove 
to make the paper a militant, revolutionary organ and criticised its 
editors for publishing articles which suffered from lack of clarity 
on questions of principle. 

Pravda was constantly persecuted by the police. In the cour~e 
of just over two years since the publication of its first issue Pravda 
was suppressed by the tsarist government eight times but each 
time it appeared again under a new name-Rabochaya Pravda 
(Workers' Truth), Proletarskaya Pravda (Proletarian Truth), Put 
Pravdy (The Path of Truth), etc. The newspaper was finally sup­
pressed on July 8 (21), 1914. 

The publication of Pravda was resumed only after the bour­
geois-democratic revolution of February 1917. From March 5 (18), 
1917, Pravda was published as the organ of the Central Committee 
and the St. Petersburg Committee of the RS.D.L.P. Lenin joined 
the editorial board on April 5 (18), 1917, on his return from abroad, 
and guided the work of Pravda. From July to October 1917, Prav­
da, persecuted by the counter-revolutionary Provisional Govern­
ment, frequPntly changed its name and appeared as Listok Pravdy 
(Pravda's Sheet), Proletary (Proletarian), Rabochy (The Worker) 
and Rabochy Put (Worker's Path). After the victory of the Great 
October Socialist Revolution, since October 27 (November 9), 
1917, it was the Central Organ of the Party; has appeared regularly 
under its original name of Pravda. 

p. 26 

19 This refers to the Second All-Ukraine Students' Congress held in 
Lvov on June 19-22 (July 2-5), 1913, to coincide with anniversary 
celebrations in honour of Ivan Franko, the great Ukrainian writer, 
scholar, public figure and revolutionary democrat. The Congress 
was also attended by representatives of the Ukrainian students 
studying in Russia. A report "The Ukrainian Youth and the Pres­
ent Status of the Nation" was made at the Congress by the 
Ukrainian Social-Democrat Dontsov, who supported the slogan 
of an "independent" Ukraine. 

p. 26 

20 Shlyakhi (Paths)-organ of the Ukrainian Students' Union (nation­
alistic trend), published in Lvov from April 1913 to March 1914. 

p. 27 

21 Novoye Vremya (New Times)-a daily published in St. Peters­
burg from 1868 to 1917. Owned by various publishers, it frequently 
changed its political line. It was moderately liberal at the outset, 
but, after 1876, it became the organ of reactionary circles among 
the nobility and the bureaucracy. After 1905 it became a mouth­
piece of the Black Hundreds. Following the February bourgeois-
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democratic re'o/olution of 1917 the newspaper supported the counter­
revolutionary policy of the bourgeois Provisional Government and 
hounded the Bolsheviks. It was closed down by the Revolutionary 
Military Committee of the Petrograd Soviet on October 26 (Novem­
ber 8), 1917. 

p. 29 

22 Zemshchina (Land Affairs)-a Black-Hundred daily, published in 
St Petersburg from June 1909 to February 1917. Organ of the 
extreme Right-wing deputies of the Duma. 

p. 29 

23 An expression used by the Russian writer Gleb Uspensky in his 
"Sentry Box" to describe police tyranny. 

p. 29 

2" Kievskaya Myst (Kiev Thought)-a daily of a bourgeois-democrat­
ic trend, published in Kiev from 1906 to 1918. 

p. 30 

25 Lenin is quoting from Griboyedov's comedy Wit Works Woe. 
p. 33 

26 Naprz6d (Forward)-central organ of the Social-Democratic Party 
of Galicia and Silesia, published in Cracow from 1892. The news­
paper, which was a vehicle of petty-bourgeois nationalist ideas, 
was described by Leuin as "a very bad, and not at all Marxist 
organ". 

p. 35 

21 This refers to the abolition of serfdom in Russia in 1861. 
p. 43 

28 Lenin is referring to the Joint Conference of the Central Committee 
of the R.S.D.L.P. with Party Officials, held between September 23 
and October I (October 6-14), 1913 in the village of Poronin, 
which, for reasons of secrecy, was called the "August" ("Summer") 
Conference. 

p. 45 

29 Lenin refers here to Wilhelm Liebknecht's reminiscences of Marx. 

p. 45 

30 Fenianism. Fenians-members of a conspiratorial Irish revolution­
ary organisation which in 1867 raised a revolt aiming to overthrow 
British rule in Ireland. 

p. 48 

31 The New York Daily Tribune-11n Am~ric~n newspaper published 
from 1841 to 1924. Until the middle fifties it was the organ of the 
Left wing of the American Wigs, and thereafter the organ of the 
Republican Party. Karl Marx contributed to the Paper from August 
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1851 to March 1862, and at his request Frederick Engels wrote 
numerous articles for it. 

p. 50 

32 The Programme of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party 
adopted by the Second Party Congress in 1903. 

p. 52 

a3 Lenin is quoting from G. V. Plekhanov's article "The Draft Pro­
gramme of the Russian Social-Democratic Party" published in 
Zarya No. 4, 1902. 

Zarya (Dawn)-a Marxist scientific and political journal published 
legally in Stuttgart in 1901-02 by the editorial board of Iskra. Alto­
gether four numbers (three issues) of Zarya appeared. 

Zarya criticised international and Russian revisionism, and de­
fended the theoretical postulates of Marxism. 

p. 53 

34 Economists-adherents of Economism, an opportunist trend in 
Russian Social-Democracy at the turn of the centu_ry. The Econo­
mists saw the tasks of the working-class movement as confined to 
the economic struggle for higher wages, better working conditions, 
etc .. maintaining that the political struggle against tsarism was the 
business of the liberal bourgeoisie. They denied the leading role 
of the workers' party and belittled the importance of revolutionary 
theory, asserting that the working-class movement should develop 
spontaneously. Comprehensive criticism of Economism by Lenin 
will be found in his book What ls To Be Done? 

p. 56 

35 Iskra (The Spark)-the first All-Russia illegal paper of the revo­
lutionary Marxists, founded by Lenin in 1900. It played a decisive 
role in creating a revolutionary Marxist party of the working 
class in Russia. 

On Lenin's initiative and with his immediate participation, the 
Iskra editorial board elaborated a draft Programme of the Party 
(published in Iskra No. 21) and made preparations for the Second 
Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. ( 1903). By the time the Congress con­
vened, the majority of the local Social-Democratic organisations of 
Russia sided with Iskra, approved its tactics, programme and plan 
of org;misation, and recognised Iskra as its leading organ. In a 
special resolution the Congress stressed the exceptional role played 
by Iskra in the struggle for the Party and proclaimed it as the 

Central Organ of the R.S.D.L.P. 
Soon after the Second Party Congress Iskra was seized by the 

Mensheviks supported by Plekhanov. 
p. 56 

36 Borba (Struggle)-a journal published by Trotsky in St. Petersburg 
from February to July 1914. Under the cover of "non-factionalism" 
Trotsky fought Lenin and the Bolshevik Party. 

p. 57 
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37 Lenin quotes an expression from Seminary Sketches by the Russian 
writer N. G. Pomyalovsky, in which he ~xposed the ab~urd system 
of education and the brutal customs which held sway m the Rus­
sian theological schools. 

p. 59 

ss Dzvin (The Bell)-a m?nthly legal _n~tionalist journ.al of a Men­
shevik trend, published m the Ukramian language m Kiev from 
January 1913 to the middle of 1914. 

p. 59 

39 Novaya Rabochaya Gazeta (New Workers' Paper)-a legal daily 
of the Menshevik liquidators, published in St. Petersburg from Au­
gust 1913. From January 30 (February 12), 1914 it made way for 
Severnaya Rabochaya Gazeta (Northern Workers' Paper) and sub­
sequently Nasha Rabochaya Gazeta (Our Workers' Paper). Lenin 
repeatedly referred to this paper as the Novaya Likvidatorskaya 
Gazeta (New Liquidationist Paper). 

p. 60 

40 Lenin is quoting the words of a Sevastopol soldiers' song written 
by Lev Tolstoi. The song is about the unsuccessful operation. of the 
Russian troops at the river Chornaya on August 4, 1855, durmg the 
Crimean War. In that action General Read commanded two divi-
sions. 

p. 61 

41 The Trudovik Popular Socialist Party (Popular Socialists) was 
formed in 1906 by a group which split off from th~ ~ight wing of 
the Socialist-Revolutionary Party. The Popular Socialists stood for 
a bloc with the Cadets. Lenin called them "social Cadets", "petty­
bourgeois opportunists" and "Socialist-Revolutionary. Mensheviks" 
vacillating between the Cadets and the S.R.s. He pomted out that 
the Popular Socialist Party "differs very li_ttle. from the Cadets for 
it deletes from its programme both repubhcamsm and the demand 
for all the land". The leaders of the Party were A. V. Peshekhonov, 
N. F. Annensky, V. A. Myakotin and others. After the October So­
cialist Revolution the Popular Socialists joined forces with the 
counter-revolution to fight the Soviets. 

p. 63 

42 Russkoye Bogatstvo (Russian Wealth)-a monthly jour~al . pu~­
lished in St. Petersburg from 1876 to 1918. In the early nmehes 1t 
passed into the hands of the liberal Narodniks. In 1906 it became 
the organ of the semi-Cadet Popular Socialist Party. 

p. 63 

43 Zeit (Time)-a weekly, organ of the Bund, published in Yiddish in 
St. Petersburg from December 20, 1912 (January 2, 1913) to May 5 
(18), 1914. 

p. 65 
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Name Index 

B 

Bauer, Otto (1882-1938)-one 
of the leaders of the Austri­
an Social Democratic Party 
and the Second International, 
ideologist of the so-called 
"Austro-Marxism", a variety 
of reformism. He was one of 
the authors of the bourgeois­
nationalist theory of "cultur­
al-national autonomy", the 
opportunistic nature of which 
was repeatedly exposed by 
Lenin. Bauer took up a nega­
tive attitude towards the 
October Socialist Revolution; 
from 1918 to 1919 he was 
Minister for Foreign Affairs 
of the Austrian Republic and 
actively participated in crush­
ing the revolutionary actions 
of the Austrian working class. 
-7, 8. 

Bernhard, Ludwig (1875-1935) 
-German economist and 
publicist, professor of~various 
educational establishments in 
Berlin, Kiel and other cities; 
for some time he was 
engaged in Polish-Prussian 
politics and advocated Ger­
manising the Poles.-63. 

Bismarck, Otto (1815-1898)­
Prussian statesman, prince 
and monarchist; Chancellor 
of the German Empire from 
1871 to 1890; forcibly united 
Germany under the suprem­
acy of Prussia; the author 
of the Anti-Socialist Law 
( 1878-90) .-46 
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c 
Chernyshevsky, Nikolai Gavri­

lovich (1828-1889)-Russian 
revolutionary democrat, 
scholar, writer, literary critic, 
outstanding precursor of 
Russian Social-Democracy 
and a leader and ideologist 
of the revolutionary-democra­
tic movement in the Russia 
of the 1860s.-43. 

Cromwell, Oliver (1599-1658)­
leader of the English bour­
geois revolution of the 17th 
century and Lord-Protector 
from 1653 to 1658.-48. 

D 
Dontsov, Dmitro-member of 

the petty-bourgeois Ukrainian 
Social-Democratic Workers' 
Party. During the First 
World War, a founder of the 
Union for the Liberation of 
the Ukraine, a nationalist 
organisation which tried to 
implement the slogan of "In­
dependent Ukraine" with the 
help of the Austrian monar­
chy. He emigrated after the 
October Revolution.-26, 27. 

Dragomanov, Mikhail PetroviCh 
(1841-1895)-Ukrainian his-
torian, ethnographer and 
publicist; representative of 
bourgeois liberalism and a 
prominent leader of the 
moderate wing of the Ukrain­
ian national liberation move­
ment; advocated cultural-na­
tional autonomy.-43 

E 

Engels, Frederick (1820-1895)-
12, 13, 43, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 
52. 

G 

Garibaldi, Giuseppe (1807-1882) 
-Italian national hero and 
one of the main leaders of 
the Italian revolutionary 
democracy; outstanding gen­
eral; between 1848 and 1867 
he headed the Italian people's 
struggle against foreign op­
pression, the feudal-absolut­
ist system and clerical reac­
tion, for the unification of 
Italy.-46. 

Gladstone, William Ewart 
( 1809-1898)-British politici­
an and statesman, leader of 
the Liberal Party; member of 
several cabinets and Prime 
Minister from 1868 to 1874, 
1880 to 1885, 1886 and from 
1892 to 1894; he made exten­
sive use of social demagogy 
and minor reforms ( 1884 
electoral reform, etc.) to win 
the petty-bourgeois sector 
and the upper strata of the 
working class over to the side 
of the Liberals; he pursued a 
predatory colonialist policy. 
-49. 

Goldblatt ( Medem, Vladimir 
Davidovich) ( 1879-1923 )­
one of the Bund leaders and 
anti-Iskrist at the Second 
Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. 
After the October Socialist 
Revolution he ht;ade.d t~e 
Polish Bund orgamsahon; m 
1921 he emigrated to the 
United States and published 
slanderous anti-Soviet art­
icles in the Right-Socialist 
Jewish newspaper Vorwards. 
-55, 56, 59. 

H 

Haecker, Emil (1875-1934)-
leader of the Right wing of 
the Polish Socialist Party. 
For almost forty years (from 
1894) he was the editor of 
the Cracow socialist news­
paper Naprz6d (Forward); 
one of the leaders of the Pol­
ish Social-Democratic Party 
of Galicia and Silesia from 
1906 to 1919; he took part in 
a number of congresses of 
the Second International.-42 

H anecki (Furstenberg), Yakov 
Stanislavovich ( 1879-1937)­
prominent figure in the Pol­
ish and Russian revolution­
ary movement, member of 
the Social-Democratic Party 
from 1896; he was a delegate 
of a number of Congresses of 
the Social-Democratic Party 
of the Kingdom of Poland 
and Lithuania, as well as of 
the Second, Fourth and Fifth 
Congresses of the R.S.D.L.P. 
At the latter congress he was 
elected to the R.S.D.L.P. 
Central Committee. In 1917 
he was a member of the Cen­
tral Committee's Bureau 
Abroad. After the October 
Socialist Revolution he oc­
cupied responsible posts.-54. 

Hankiewicz, Nikolai (b. 1869)­
one of the founders and lead­
er of the Ukrainian (Galici­
an) Social-Democratic Work­
ers· Party; nationalist who 
advocated an alliance of the 
Ukraine with bourgeois Pol­
and.-18. 

I( 

Kautsky, Karl (1854-1938)­
leader of German Social­
Democracy and the Second 
International; first a Marxist 
and later a renegade and 
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ideologist of the most danger­
ous and pernicious variety 
of opportunism, Centrism, i.e., 
social-chauvinism cloaked in 
internationalist phraseology; 
editor of the theoretical organ 
of German Social-Democracy 
Die Neue Zeit.-7, 8, 9, 10. 
12, 22, 25, 42. 

Kokoshkin, Fyodor Fyodorovich 
(1871-1918)-bourgeois poli­
tician and publicist, one of the 
founders of the Cadet Party 
and member of its Central 
Committee; from 1907 on­
wards he was an active con­
tributor to the liberal organs: 
the newspaper Russkiye Ve­
domosti (Russian Recorder), 
the magazines Pravo (Law), 
Russkaya Myst (Russian 
Thought), etc. After the 
February 1917 bourgeois-
democratic revolution he be­
came a minister of the bour­
geois Provisional Govern­
ment.-30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 39, 
44, 60, 62, 63. 

Kolyubakin, Alexander Mikhai­
lovich (1868-1915 )-Zemstvo 
official, bourgeois liberal and 
Cadet; in 1907 he became a 
member of the Third Duma; 
~e was Secretary of the Par­
liamentary group Committee 
of the Cadet Party in the 
Third and Fourth Dumas and 
a member of the Central 
Committee of the Cadet Par­
ty.-30. 

Kossovsky, V. (Levinson, M. Y.) 
(1870-1941)-one of the 
leaders of the Bund; he was 
a delegate to the Second 
Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. 
from the Bund's Committee 
Abroad; anti-Iskrist and 
Me~shevik after the Congress. 
Dunng the years of reaction 
(1907-10) and the new rev­
olutionary upsurge he con-
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tributed to organs of the 
Menshevik liquidators, the 
magazine Nasha Zarya (Our 
Dawn) and the newspaper 
Luch (Ray). During the First 
World War he took a social­
chauvinist stand. Opposed 
the October Socialist Revolu­
tion and later fled abroad. 
-64, 65. 

Kostrov (Jordania, Noi Niko­
layevich) (1870-1953)-So­
cial-Democrat and a leader 
of the Caucasian Mensheviks; 
supported the liquidators 
during the years of reaction 
(1907-10) and the new revo­
lutionary upsurge. He took 
up a social-chauvinist stand 
during the First World War 
and headed the counter-rev­
olutionary Menshevik govern­
ment in Georgia from 1918 to 
1921 before becoming a white­
guard emigre.-55. 

L 
L. Vl.-see Vladimirov, M. K. 
Lafargue, Paul (1842-1911)­

outstanding leader of the 
French and international 
working-class movement, 
gifted publicist and one of 
the first proponents of scien­
tific communism in France 
who was a close friend and 
associate of Marx and Engels. 
Lafargue actively opposed 
the opportunists in the 
Second International. In his 
numerous works he expound­
ed and defended Marxist 
id~as in political economy, 
philosophy, history and 
linguistics and actively com­
bated reformism and re­
visionism. His works, how­
ever, were not free from er­
r.~meous theoretical proposi­
t10ns, particularly on the 
peasant and national ques-

tions and the tasks confront­
ing the socialist revolution. 
-47 

Lassalle, Ferdinand (1825-1864) 
-German petty-bourgeois so­
cialist and a founder of the 
General Association of Ger­
man Workers (1863). Its 
creation was of positive 
significance for the working­
class movement but Lassalle, 
while acting as its President, 
led it along an opportunist 
path. Marx and Engels sharp­
ly criticised his theoretical 
and political views.-12, 13 

Lieber (Goldman, Mikhail Isa­
kovich) ( 1880-1937)-8 undist 
leader, headed the Bund's 
delegation to the Second 
Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. 
and adopted an extreme anti­
Iskrist position; after the 
Congress he joined the Men­
sheviks.-55, 56 

Liebman, F. (Gersch, Peisakh) 
(b. 1882)-prominent Bund­
ist member of the Bund's 
Central Committee in 1911. 
supported the liquidators. 
During the First World War 
he supported the tsarist an­
nexationist policy.-5, 6, 10, 
28, 34, 41. 53, 58, 59, 61, 65 

Longuet, Charles (1833-1903)­
prominent figure of the 
French working-class move­
ment and follower of Prou­
dhon; from 1866 to 1867 and 
from 1871 to 1872 he was a 
member of the General Coun­
cil of the First International 
and attended a number of its 
congresses. He was a mem­
ber of the Paris Commune 
(1871) and following its de­
feat he emigrated to Britain, 
where he lived till 1880. On 
his return to France he joined 
the Possibilists, an opportu-

nist trend in the French Work­
ers' Party.-47 

Lopatin, Herman Alexandrovich 
(1845-1918)-prominent Rus­
sian revolutionary Narodnik. 
While abroad in the 70s he 
maintained friendly relations 
with Marx and Engels and 
was a member of the General 
Council of the First Interna­
tional; jointly with N. F. Da­
nielson he translated the first 
volume of Capital into Rus­
sian. He was arrested repeat­
edly for his revolutionary 
activities. After 1905 he with­
drew from the revolutionary 
movement.-45 

Luxemburg, Rosa (1871-1919)­
outstanding leader of the 
German, Polish and interna­
tional working-class move­
ment and a prominent mem­
ber of the Second Internation­
al's Left wing; one of the 
founders of the Communist 
Party of Germany. Lenin 
held a high opinion of her 
work but repeatedly criticised 
her errors thus helping her to 
find the correct political path. 
-5, 6, 7, 8, 9, JO, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, 22, 24, 
25, 27, 31, 32, 35, 36, 37, 38. 
40, 41, 42, 45, 54, 55, 56, 57, 
61, 62 

M 

Martov, L. (Tsederbaum, Yuly 
Osipovich) (1873-1923)­
Menshevik leader, headed the 
opportunist minority at the 
Second Congress of the 
R.S.D.L.P. and since then 
was a prominent Menshevik 
ideologist; he supported the 
liquidators during the years 
of reaction ( 1907-10); after 
the October Socialist Revolu­
tion he opposed Soviet power; 
he emigrated in 1920.-61 

n 
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Martynov (Piker, Alexander Sa­
moilovich) ( 1865-1935)-one 
of the leaders of the Econo­
mists and prominent Menshe­
vik; however, he broke with 
the Mensheviks after the Oc­
tober Socialist Revolution 
and joined the Communist 
Party in 1923.-55, 56 

Marx, Karl (1818-1883) .-9, 12, 
13, 43, 44, 45-52 

Mazepa, Ivan Stepanovich 
(1644-1709)-Hetman of the 
Ukrainian Cossacks, who for 
a number of years conducted 
treacherous negotiations with 
the l\ing of Poland and later 
the l\ing of Sweden with the 
aim of separating the Ukraine 
from Russia. When the 
Swedes invaded Russia 
(I 708) he deserted to their 
side. After the defeat of 
Swedish troops at Poltava in 
1709 he fled to Turkey to­
gether with Charles XII, 
where he died soon after­
wards.-32 

Mazzini, Giuseppe (1805-1872) 
-prominent Italian revolu­
tionary and bourgeois dem­
ocrat, a leader and ideologist 
of the Italian national libera­
tion movement.-46 

Mogilyansky, M. M. (1873-1942) 
-lawyer and publicist; in 
1906 he joined the Cadet Par­
ty and started to contribute 
articles to its newspaper 
Rech on the Ukrainian ques­
tion. After the October So­
cialist Revolution he left the 
Cadet Party.-26, 27. 

N 

N ekrasov, Nikolai Vissariono­
vich (b. 1879)-member of 
the Third and Fourth Dumas, 
Left Cadet, who entered the 
bourgeois Provision a I Gov-

78 

ernment after the February 
1917 bourgeois-democratic 
revolution.-:30 

p 

Peshekhonov. Alexei Vasilye­
vich (1867-1933)-Russian 
bourgeois public figure and 
publicist; from 1906 he was 
one of the leaders of the pet­
ty-bourgeois party of the 
popular Socialists; in 1917 he 
was Minister for Food Sup­
ply in the bourgeois Provision­
al Government; after the 
October Revolution he fought 
against Soviet power and 
emigrated in 1922.-63 

Plekhanov, Georgi Valentino­
vich (1856-1918)-outstand­
ing leader of the Russian and 
international working-class 
movement and the first prop­
agandist of Marxism in 
Russia. After the Second 
Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. 
(1903) he took a conciliatory 
stand towards the opportu­
nists and later joined the 
Mensheviks; he adopted a 
negative attitude to the 
October Socialist Revolution 
but never actively fought 
against Soviet power.-28, 
53, 54, 56, 59 

Pomyalovski, Nikolai Gerasimo­
vich (1835-1863)-Russian 
democratic writer; in his 
works he criticised the Estab­
lishment and its violence and 
arbitrary rule.-59 

Proudhon, Pierre-! oseph ( 1809-
1865)-French publicist, 
economist and sociologist, 
petty-bourgeois ideologist 
and one of the founders of 
anarchism; he advocated 
small-scale private property 
and criticised large-scale 
capitalist property from petty­
bourgeois positions. He con-

sidered the state to be the 
principal source of class con­
tradictions and put forward 
utopian projects of "eliminat­
ing the state" peacefully, op­
posing all forms of political 
struggle. Proudhon and his 
followers held erroneous 
views on the national ques­
tion, asserting that the con­
cepts of nationality and na­
tion were "outdated preju­
dices", and opposed the nation­
al liberation movements of 
the oppressed nations. . 

In his Poverty of Philos­
ophy and other works Marx 
sharply criticised the theor)'. 
and political positions ol 
Proudhonism and exposed 
their anti-scientific and reac­
tionary nature.-47 

Purishkevich, Vladimir Mitrofa­
novich (1870-1920)-big land­
owner, monarchist and reac­
tionary; founder of the Black­
Hundred pogrom organisa­
tions whose aim was to dis­
rupt the revolutionary move­
ment; active organiser of 
counter-revolution in Russia 
during the foreign military 
intervention.-29, 34, 60, 62, 
63, 64 

R 

Reger, Tadeusz (1872-1938)­
journalist and member of the 
Polish Social-Democratic 
Party of Galicia and Silesia; 
member of the Austrian Par­
liament from 1911 to 1917. 
-18. 

s 
Savenko, Anatoly lvanovich 
(b. 1874)-publicist, bour­
geois nationalist and big 
landowner; he contributed to 
the Black-Hundred newspa-

pers Novoye Vremya (New 
Times) and Kievlyanin (Kiev 
citizen). After the October 
Socialist Revolution he 
fought against the Soviet 
state and later became a 
whiteguard emigre.-32 

Semkovsky (Bronstein, Semyon 
Yulyevich) (b. 1882)-Rus­
sian Social-Democrat, Menshe­
vik, worked in a number of 
Menshevik newspapers. Lenin 
sharply criticised his position 
on the national and other 
questions; in 1920 he broke 
away from the Mensheviks.-
5, 6, 10, 21, 28, 34, 41, 53, 60, 
61, 62. 

Shchedrin (Saltykov-Shchedrin, 
Mikhail Yevgrafovich) (1826-
1889)-Russian satirical 
writer and revolutionary 
democrat.-30 

Stirner, Max (Schmidt, Cas-
par) (1806-1856)-German 
philosopher and ideologist of 
bourgeois individualism and 
anarchism.-47 

Struve, Pyotr Berngardovich 
(1870-1944)-Russian bour­
geois economist and publi­
cist; in the 1890s he was a 
prominent leader of "legal 
Marxism" and subsequently 
became a Cadet Party leader. 
After the October Socialist 
Revolution he was one of the 
main ringleaders of counter­
revolution and subsequently 
a whiteguard emigre.-43 

T 

Trotsky (Bronstein, Lev Davi­
dovich) ( 1879-1940)-the 
worst enemy of Leninism. In 
the years of reaction (1907-
10) and the new revolution­
ary upsurge, he virtually 
sided with the liquidators, 
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while posing as being 
"above" factionalism. He was 
an organiser of the anti-Par­
ty August bloc in 1912. Dur­
ing the First World War he 
adopted a Centrist stand and 
waged a struggle against 
Lenin on the questions of 
war, peace and revolution; he 
joined the Bolshevik Party on 
the eve of the October Social­
ist Revolution merely to con­
tinue his factional activities. 
After unmasking Trotskyism 
as a petty-bourgeois devia­
tion within its ranks the Par­
ty defeated it ideologically 
and organisationally. Trotsky 
was expelled from the Party 
in 1927, deported for anti­
Soviet activities in 1929 and 
deprived of Soviet citizenship 
in 1932.-57, 58, 62. 

Trubetskoi, Eugeny Nikolaye­
vich ( 1863-1920)-prince, one 
of the ideologists of Russian 
bourgeois liberalism and 
idealist philosopher; he was 
a Cadet until 1906 when he 
became a founder of the con­
stitutional-monarchist Party 
of "peaceful renovation". He 
became notorious after crush­
ing the First Russian Revolu­
tion ( 1905-07) and for his 
activities as an ideologist of 
Russian imperialism during 
the First World War. After 
the October Socialist Revolu­
tion he came out as a bitter 
enemy of Soviet power.-15 

v 
Vladimirov, Miron K.onstanti­

novich (Sheinfinkel M. K. .. 
L. Vi.) (1879-1925)-Social­
Democrat, Bolshevik, member 
of the R.S.D.L.P. from 1903 
onwards; departed from the 
Bolsheviks in 1911; later 
joined the Paris Plekhanovite 
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group which published the 
newspaper Za Partiyu (For 
the Party). After the Februa­
ry 1917 revo 1 ution returned 
to Russia and was admitted 
to Party membership at the 
Sixth Party Congress (1917). 
After the October Revolution 
he occupied a number of res­
ponsible posts.-23, 51 

w 
Warski, Adolf (Warszawski, 

A. S.) (1868-1937)-promi-
nent leader of the Polish rev­
olutionary movement; he 
took an active part in estab­
lishing the Social-Democratic 
Party of the Kingdom of Po­
land and later of the Kingdom 
of Poland and Lithuania and 
was a delegate to the Fourth 
(Unity) Congress of the 
R.S.D.L.P. After the Congress 
he became a member of the 
R.S.D.L.P. Central Commit­
tee; during the First World 
War he took up an interna­
tionalist stand; he was also a 
founder of the Communist 
Workers' Party of Poland 
and a member of its Central 
Committee.-54 

Warszawski, A. S.-see Warski, 
Adolf. 

y 

Yurkeuich, L. (1885-1918)-
Ukrainian bourgeois national­
ist and opportunist; from 
1913 to 1914 he was an active 
contributor to the nationalist 
magazine Dzuin (The Bell) 
of Menshevik leanings. Lenin 
sharply criticised Yurkevich 
calling him a nationalist 
philistine and a representa­
tive of the most base and 
reactionary nationalism.-5, 6, 
10, 28, 34, 41, 53, 59, 61 
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